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FOREWORD ; ) ; ; ]
/‘
/

For sote time, the ARIQFort Knox Field Unit has been engaged in the de-

The training evaluation and

include trained soldiers anditrainingigatgrials.
feedback team of this unit performs research and development on increasing the

quality of these products by improving the informatfon fiow between trainin

developers and evaluators and units in the field:
To improve the quality of their products, training developers need in-
‘Presently much of the

information available to training developers on their products 1is_ collected in_
Training developers, however, have indicated

the field by training evaluators.
that the feedback that they receive from the field via training evaluatoré
does not satisfy ail 6f Eﬁéif feedback needs. - ,

This report examines the types of feedback presently coiiected by ttaining
evaluators and.developers at one large Center/School and identifies their addi-
Present feedback sources are examined’ to deterﬁine ,

tional feedback needs.;

?eeébéék from the field.
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FEEDBACK NEEDS OF TRAINING DEVELOPERS AND EVALUATORS
R Py @
)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ' - o

T

Requirement s

_ In ogder tQVimprove the
v need accurateiidetxiled feedb-ck from the field. For the most part; training
developers depend upon Btrect rates of Evaluation and Standaidization (DOES)

to supply the feedback neede have indicated

juality of their products 'Braining developers |

d: Recentiy, traininp developer
re receiving from DOES evaluyhtors .1s not meeting
all their needs. This report documents the kinds of fee back presently avail-

X able tqg training developers ators
_, _ suggestg ways to improve the/ flow of useful feedback from the field to training

evalua; rs and developers at Ccnters/Schools..

hrough; training evaluators. or other sources, and

Procedure‘

cerning their feedback needs USing an interview form specially developed for .
‘the purpose. After being told the purpose.of the interview, interviewees were
queried about the types of] feedback currentfy available to them: For each
. " type of feedback mentioned the
; 4it, how they use it; and where they send it, Interviewees were then asked to
state any. needs that they/ might have for additional feedback. Results of the
< interviews were recorded on the interview form by the authors. Results ob-
' tained from different in erviewees were.integrated for drawing conclusions and

5 the interviewees were asked to tell: where they get

makIng recommendations.

Findinési ; f 7

ing devélopers need for improving training programs and materials. In the
case of training materials, more feedback is needed on their availability and
use. In the case of tfaining programs, considerable feedback is curxently

available, but the feeﬂback tends to lack specificity and is largely derived
from subJec;ive sources. To increase the quantity andvquality of feedback .
avaiiabie fo training/de§eiopers,rthe coordination between DTD and DOES per- . &

sonnel shod1d be increage& DT personnei should increase the number of con-

tacts with the field, more.emphasis should be placed on hands<on testing and

other objective data,collection methods;*and. computer—based data analysis and

management techniques for handling feedback should be- developed: o

Utilization of Findings. ' .

(g

-~

Therfindings of Lhis report should be useful to any grou§ or agency in="

. terested in obtaining acclrate_feedback on the quality of their prodficts. - -

Training deveiopers and evaiuators should find the recommendations Included in- .

the report particulariy useful for improvin% the quatity of the feedback that
- . they .obtain.
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addition to gathering feedback on personnel, ldéiétiéé and training problems

from National Guard,; Reserve, and active units in'the field, the DOES collects
data on the effectiveness of courses.conducted at the Center/SChdbl Other
functions performed by the DOES include providing and coordinating assistance
.to units in the fleld and coordinating modernization and deployment of new
weapons systems. Although these functions are as much a part of the DOE5's
mission as evaluation thlS report w1ll empHa51ze the evaluative function

purposes..
R

This paper concentrates on the feedback needs as they apply to the._ proﬁucts

of TRADOC Centers/Schools to include trained soldiers, training materials, and
to a limited extent, traindng programs. The paper is comprised of five sections.
Following this section; Section II describes the methods that were:used to iden-

tify the feedback needs of training developers (DTD's) and training evaluators

(DOES's). Section III describes the collection and use of feedback data by

evaluators at one HOES and lists feedback needs as perceived by the DOES divis-

ion and. branch chiefs: Section IV describes information feedback available to_ a

representative DTD from ‘several sources; including the DOES; and tells how each

type of feedback is used by the DTD, Wlth special emphasis on DTD's feedbaER

needs. Based on the feedback needs.as stated by training developers and evalua-

tors and on previous analyses of feedback sources and methods (Buruiside, l?§i o

1982), the final section presents conclusions ‘about the feedback methods used in

,,,,,

-gathering, analy21ng and distributing feedback information on Center/School
training development and adminiistration procedures.

the use of trainino materxais, many of the problems and issues identified apply
equally to other types of feedback needed by various agencies. . Other types of

feedback needed might include feedback on the utilization of training resources,

feedback pertinent to the assignment and retention of qualified “personnel; and

feedback needed for managing facilities.and materiel. The recommendations in-

cluded in Section V may be usSed by. any group or agency interested in obtaining

accurate continuing informdtion on the quality of their products Training

deVélopﬁrs and evaluators should find the recommendations espec1ally helpful.

.
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SECTION II .
INTERVIEW METHODS ™

I,, B i’, — - -

‘The . personnel interviewed were division and branch chiefs from the DTD and

BOES of a mIjor TRADOC Center/SchooI Each division or branch chief interviewed

- was respousibie for management of a maJor functiona} area; as outlined below. A

total of 30 division and branch interviews were conducted early in CY 1982, ‘

81ght in the DOES and 52 in the DTD. In some cases, experienced personnel in .a

ularly when the branch chief was relatively new and inexperienced in the posi—

tion. In the DOES, three division chiefs and five branch chiefs. were inter-

viewed, and in .the DTD six division chiefs and 16 branch chiefs were interviewed.

These pErsonnel represented ail the available division and branch chiefs occupg- 3

ing permanent operationai positions; chiefs of" special teams or administrative

offices were not included in the ‘interview sample. Eighteen of the, 30° division/

branch chiefs interviewed were military officers; and the remainder were civil-

ian personnel. The experience of the interviewees_in their duty positions ranged

from a few months to seven years. While no two DTD's or DOES's are organized
exactly the same; the personnel interviewed are represeﬂtative f those in any

TRADOC Center/School DTD and DOES. The functional areas addresspd in the DOES

interview sample included evaluation of training at the €Center/Skhool; assess-

ment of personnel, logistics, and training matters in active Army; Reserve; and

National Guard units, and systems analysis: 1In the DTD the functional areas

addressed included front-end analysis; development of individual and collectiue

training materiais] programs,; and devices; production of training materials, and

dIstribution and management of extension training materials.
/ .
InterView Form

/

In order to insure that a consistent structdgre was followed throughout the

' interviews, a simple form was developed and followed: This form was modified

based upon experiences during early interwiews, and the final version,; consis-

ting of three worksheets, is at Appendix A The first worksheet contains an

the types of feedback currently available. The second worksheet contains spe-

cific questions about the feedback identified on the first worksheet; and the

final worksheet contains a general inquiry about the types of feedback needed

that are not currently available. Blank notebook paper was used to record any

information obtained during the interviews thgt did not readily fit on one of
the worksheets.

Incerviewﬂﬁrocé&ures ‘

The two interviewers for this project were the authors of the present re-

port: Both these individuals had experience conducting similar interviews in
an practiced interview administration together

Each interview was

14
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‘needed but not available were then recorded on Worksheet 3, along with any

- ‘“‘ | ' .; }’ ) - . _

),,, - - - —
conducted 1n the 1nterviewee s work area or a conven1ent confeXNence facitity:

The interviewer recorded the 1nterviewee’s respomnses. on the appropriate woxk-

.sheets. . An introduction to the purpose and procedures of each 1nterv1ew was

given following the outline on Worksheet 1. Each Interviewee thenlisted the

major types of feedback available to him or her, and these were recorded on
this worksheet. He/she then answered the questions on Worksheet 2 for each
type of feedback listed on Worksheet 1. The interviewer _completed separate
copies of Worksheet 2 for each type of feedback. The major types of feedback
general comments received. In some cases a return visit or teiephone cait

was made to an interviewee to clarify information -obtained: Entries on inter-

view worksheets were rev1sed as necessary after the

‘f‘&;e;
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SECTION III

L : ~ DOES FEEDBACK SOURCES AND NEEDS

As one of their mis51ons, DOES's prov1de feedback to Centers/Schools con-
cerning problems existing at training 1nstitutions and in the . fiéid’ DOES's
iise a variety of methods to ga®her the necessaty’ information and disseminate - N

it to the appropriate dIrectorates/departments at the Centers/Schools. The e

method: employei by DOES in coliecting and disseminating the feedback informa-—

tion irrgely determine the quantity and quality of feedback available to
Centerg/Schools." . \

\
\

-.section describes the Rinds of feedbackgprov1ded to the d1rect¥r§tes/
departments at one Center/School by the DOES at that institution. For eqch

type of feedback listed methods used by the DOES to obtain and distribut:

information will be idéntified and discussed: As a matter of convenience,

information obtained from units in the field and information collected at the ._
institution Wi;@,??,di§99553d separately Following the discussion of type of
fEEdb§9¥,39§,§§?§PaCk methods,; the techniques used by the DOES in reducing and
anatyzing feedback information are discussed. This is followed by a general
discussion of the @®sefulness and reliability of the feedback presently provided

that

by the DOES. The section concludes with a description of “the feedback needs of

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the DOES.™ S S =

‘ —————
\

single DOES, the types of feedback discussed and many of the problems associa-

ted with the collectioniand dissemination of this information are common to _
other DOES s and thus may provide valuable lessons for DOES's in general. This

Although the data prEsented in this section are based on the study of a \\

section"may also be of use to departments and other directorates for under-

standing what types of feedback DOES's obtain and how they obtain them.

Feedback From The Field

o DOES s generally send eyaluation teams to units in the field to obtain
information about problems the units might be experiencing. The DOES in this

study sends teams consisting of two to five members to each active and reserve
unit once every two or three years. Thg members of. the team typically inciude
individuals knowledgeable in the areas gii?ersonnel logistics and-training:
During each visit the evaluation team ad®#nisters various surveys, question-
naires; and informal -interviews to selected unit personnel Neither 'systematic

observation nor formal testing is used in gathering the information. Surveys

administered by DOES personnel to graduates of the training institution and

their supervisors require the graduates/supervisors to rate the graduate's per-

formance on specific tasks: Questionnaires in the areas of logistics 7pgrsonnel

and training are either sent to the unit just prior to a visit or are adminis-

tered on the spot by DOES personnel ﬂ The questionnaires include questions on

availabitity and quality of personnel, equipment, and training materials and are
generally completed by the ranking officers in the unit. The interviews, most of

which are also conducted with these officers, address many of the same topics as

’
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the questionnaires; but include additional ques¥ions on~training materials and
/ soldier performance and a few followkup questions based on the unit's responses . .-
to the questionnaires. : - : ot
o performance. For each graduate-producinmg course taught
‘at the Center/School, graduate supervisor's surveys are .completed by: supervisors
; Qf recent graduates: These surveys require supervisdrs to rate on a five-point
scate the performance of each graduate relative to that of the average performier
on specific tasks. The supervisor is also required ty rate, on a five-point-
scale, the criticality of each task and estimate how %réquéﬁtly_thé graduate }
being evaluated performs the task. Similar surveys, referred to as graduate i
) surveys;'are completed by the graduates themselves, but-only by graduates of NCO
and officer courses. In these graduate surveys, the graduates are required to
rate their own performance on each task, estimate their freguency of performance; '
and judge the criticality of the tasks. When the responses -to these surveys in-
dicate that thes graduate performs certain tagis poorly, a follow-up interview may , °
be conducted to determine what parts of the tasks the graduates can't do and why : e
_ they can't do them. Separate follow-up interviews are conducted for tasks per- '
formed marginally and tasks performed ‘especially well. One interviewee, how-
ever, indicated that follow-up interviews of survey responses were seldom con-
t ducted in recent visits. The results of supervisor and graduate sdrveys are
rarely-reported by .the DOES, and it was not clear how or if these results were
being used. = % ' - e
e e e e e e — g SV A 4__-.‘___,___ -
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__ent questionnaires Euringif;eidféiéitéi (1) a personnel questionnaire, (2) a
" logistics questionnaire, and (3

.~ DOES personne} have indicated that graduate supervisor's.surveys are used
in lieu of hands-on performance testing because the demands of the latter are .
extensive in terms of time and resources. However; Burnside (1982) has suggested

that subjective appraisals of performance on Specific tasks, like those required

,by the DOES surveys, may. not be accurate, and should always be checked against

objective measures; such a$ observations or tests of hands-on per formance; to )
ensure their accuracy. Discussion with DOES personnel indicates that no ateuracy:

checks have been made for the gyaduate and graduate supervisor's surveys.
S '

aa

ionnaires, The evaluation team administers three differ- = -~

estionnaire an Army Training and Evaluation Pgogram (ARTEP) -
estiodnaire is generally administered directly to -

.quest jonnaire: The personnel q
‘the battalion commander by thé chief of the persomhel division or his representa-

tive during the visit. Logistics and ARTEP questionnaires, on the other hand are
mailed to the unit just prior to the evaluation team's visit and a member of the
team collécts the completed questiomnnaire shortly after arrival in the unit. The '
logistics questionnaire is compl&ted by the battalion logistics officer, battalion
maintenance officer, and/or executive officer while the ARTEP questionnaire is -
tsually completed by the battalion operations and training officer. The personnel .-

questionnaire includes questions on the numbers, experience, and training of the
personnel in the unit. -The logistics questionnaire includes additfonal questions_
on the nubber df personnel id the unit having desired educational and experiential " . :
qualifications.\ Questions regarding the condition and availability of equipmént B
needed by the unit also appear on the logistics questionnaire as do questions s

' o d ficiency or understanding.

concerning the ahility of unit personnel to demonstrate pro
) p |
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in gEneral functional areas (e.g. ,,troubleshootIngtiuse of publications), The }
e

ARTEP questionnaire is used to evaluate the ARTEP with enphaSIs on the ARTEP

document .- Included aredquest ions designed to assess the unit's opinions about

the usefuiness of: the ARTgP and to determine how the unit uses the document :

While some questIons on the.personnel logistics, and ARTEP questionnaires

may provide objectiven6gaant1fiable data, overadll the guestionnaires do not
proV1de the data in e h detait E9,§§t15fy tlie needs of training developers.
As presently stated, many of thetquestrons Identify gerieral problems but do not

pinpoint the source of those problems so that thé problems can be eliminated.

In order to satisfy the feedback requ1rements of training developers, some Of - -
the questions ‘included in .the personnel; logistics and ARTEP‘questionnaires may

need to be redesigned and additional questions deve10ped

Informal iﬂterVIEWS Aricther type of information gathered during field

visits consists of data from informal interviews with battalion and company.

¥ommanders and their” staffs. Generaiiy the interview covers personnel,; train-

ing; and logistics topics.  The usefulness of training materials (e. .g., ARTEPs,

Skill Qualification Tests (SQTs); Field Manuals; Technicat Manuals, Commanders

Guides) are typically addressed during the interview; as are some generai ‘ques-

. tions: about soldier performance. Informal interviews are conducted by one or

more _members of the evaluation team., At least two members of the team indicated
that they, use a tOpical outline as @ chegklist in conducting these interviews.

... .The data-coflected.- during the -integxview-are recorded- as- long—handnotes-by— the"

The DOES surveyed in this stydy relies heavily on the information collected‘

duri Y problems’ experienced by units in the field:
While unit.personnel respond favorably to interviews; preferring them to ques-

‘tionnaires (Buriiside, 1981), lack 'of structure in many interylew situations may
result in a faillure to capture much important data and hinder comparisbn of data
across units. The 1nterviews may need to be structured by including a standard

.set of questions ‘that -are askgd of every ‘unit visited. As the reliance on the
interview as one's primary source of-data increases, the importanCe of structur-

1ng the interview also increases: )

Trip féﬁorts." The'DOES uses the information gathered during visits to the ’ K

field as input to trip reports written following each visit. These reports_are
isually wr'tttem by the evaluation team leader. Each‘trip report . consists of a .
series of statements about the unit Visited. Many of the -Statements identify .

problems that the unit is. .experiencing.. In the trip reports, pErsonnel logis-

tical, and training problems are generally listed separateiy.77?ygicaiiprob1ems;

1i§ted in trip ‘reports ‘include ‘the unavailability’of certain training materials

and equipment or unit dissatisfaction with the materials and equipment that are - s

available. Among other problems requently mentioned are shortgomings in insti—

graduates of those programs. Personnel shortages of personnel having “skills .

critical to the functiening of the -unft 1is another- frequently mentionedggroblem.'

t

‘Although any problem ddentified during a field visit might be included in a

trip reporo@ one team leader for the evaluation team stated that frequency of

v ;'l-; -
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occurrence and problem.criticality are prime considerations in deciding which

problems to include: However; no running tally is kept on the frequency of

occurrence of different problems,; and there: are no set criteria for judging

. either the frequency or criticality of a problem. Selection of problems for
inclusion in trip reports then may’ best be described-as based on the subjective .

judgment of the team leader. E /

Trip report extracts. Once assembled, the complete trip report with

execGtive summary and inciosures is provided to the Commanding General of the .
Center/School for his review:. The Commanding General routinely uses information - .
) from trip reports inm his monthly letter to commanders in the field. Upon _ "z
* . approval of the Commanding Ceneral, applicable portions of trip reports are ex- .
tracted and transmitted to the Center/School departments/directorates and to - ) _
S — majoE~€0mm§nd5«(TRABOGTmFGRSCOM;«ﬁARQOM}T-TémmaEntahrA#whanonymi&yﬂaéhahe~~—w-Jaiv—u:n

units evaluated, unit designations are mnormally deleted from the trip report

extracts. The"trip report extracts are the primary means by which the DOES
informs the Center/School departiienits/directorates and major commands about A&
problems experienced by units in the field. Trip report ext®acts usually include

a request that the DOES be informed of any actions. that the department/directorate
takes to address the problems identified. ¢ _ ' . '

. Uait ] ls. Units surveyed during field visits often voluntar-
ily provide training materials that they have developed for their own -use. Upon

>

. J—— . i

_.__._,,_._ﬁtﬁg.if returoto -the Ceunter? SEhoel,——DOES WES--evaluation team per sbﬁﬁél place rtl’iése )

- e

materials in a file. If the materials are particularly good, or if they are
tikety to be of general interest; they may be added to”the trip report as
inclosures.. o | | \ <
- . . .

_ Other field feedbacK ia. Besides providing input for trip reports, the
iriformat ion obtained from the surveys and questionnaires completed during field
Visits provides feedback im other ways. For example; completed ARTEP question-

naires are.sent to the DID, where they are available as feedback for updating ' ‘%

or modifying ARTEP documentation. The DOES personnel division comg;tgs”qg§:tefé

ly summaries from .the responses to the personnel questionnaire. These summaries

present totals, averages; or other descriptive statistics in tabular form for
each questionnaire item across the units surveyed during that quarter. Quarter-
iy summaries are kept on file at the DOES and are sent to the Directorate of
Combat Developments (DCD), the Military Personnel Centér; or the Soldier Support
Center on occasion. Responses to graduate and graduate supervisor surveys are . .
 entered quarterly into a computer via a remote terminal by DOES personnel in the
systems information division. DOES personnel have programmed the computer to.
compute descriptive statistics and generate tables of these data for making sim- )
ple compa;;sgﬁs;} These data are used by the training divisjon of the DOES in - -
ident ifying trends in the abilities of graduates to perform or not perform spe- .
[ cific tasks. Thig information may be passed along to the DID; the departments, _
-* ' or ghe Commanding General of the Center/School. Data from the logistics questipon-
ot naire are reviewed by theé Chief of the Logistics Division.  The logistics Chief

_extracts the information pertaining to the ability oi unit persomnel to perform
ifegeneral functional areas (e:g:; tféﬁbléShddtiﬁg,‘uggibgwpgbiﬁcaptpn§) from the
-logistics questionnaire, summarizes it, and forwards the results to the :

‘ S
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Miintenance Department. The Maintenancé Department, however,; indicates that
the information provided on soldier performance is too general. To say that
sold1ers cannot troubleshoot is not sufficient. The Maintenance Department

‘needs to krow what soldiers, in how many battalions, annot perform what par- ;

ticular troubleshooting functions on what equipment and what are the reasons-

ticular test equxpment) ‘ v - s

Another means of providing feedback on unit problems and needs is the -
- , Annual Branch Training Team {BTT) Répoft The author of the BIT report; usu-
- .ally a branch chief in the training ‘division or the DOES director,; selects what
he/she feels to be the most important information gathered by the DOES_during

. ———field visits for ‘the year for inclusion in an Annual BTT report. The BTT
‘ Annual REport % prepared for thg COmmander of the US Army Tra1ning and Doc- .
trine Command (TRADOC) in accordance with TRADOC Circular 350-81-1. 'DOES's BTT,

report is not distributed tof other departments/directorates at the Center/

# School; although the final BTT report produced by TRADQC may be distrihuted to ‘_?)
the Center/School departments/directorates.

The DOES collects information from units that cannot. be visitéd,during a
given year by mailing out’ surveys and questionnaires to them. Questionnaires
and surveys distributed to units by mail include a personnel unit assessment

questionnaire, a logisgics unit {Ssessment questionnaire, graduate superyisgris“
surveys and graduate surveys.-
to the DOES through the mail:

S personngliestxmated the return rate to vary -
m 10% to 40% for the personnel questionnaires. The .

relatively low return rate for tpé graduate surveys might, be due im parf to its
length; which varies from 3 to 1 pagés for dlfferent graduates. The personnel o
questionnairé on the other hand

from 10% for the graduate surveys,

in,the same way as the analogous ddta collected: during- field visits, except that

questionnaires of whatever length The resulting data are treated essentially

the data collected through the mail are not inciuded in trip reports.

77$lthough distributlng surveys and questionnaires through_the mail is effi— .
cient in terms of time; effort; and money,; and provides the DOES with information .. .. .

that might not otherwise be obtained, theré are Serious drawbacks to this method -

of collecting feedback. The low return rate makes it questionable whether the

responses are. regresentative of the units surveyed fmother drawback is that

unit personnel often perceive mailed surveys zs chores to be tolerated and do

not devote as mucH thought to completing them as they could.

) Another source of feedback from. the field on soldier performance is the
results of Comprehensive Occupational Data Analysis Program (CODAP) surveys. .
The DOES periodically receives print-outs of CODAP results from the Soldier

Support Center, National Capitol Region id Alexandria,iyg: CODAP surveys
typically require soldiers to rate-a list of tas?§,°“,§39h of several factors_ ... _ .. .. .

to include task criticality, how frequently th?,§§5k is performed and how well

it is performed. Several DOES personnel mentioned receiving CODAP results but

only one branch chief indicadted that he used the results. That branch chief- N

o . m 2V
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f@:manceiqf;tgsks ard used the data. in conjunction withjd her information to-
determine if the right skills are being emphasized at the{Cefiter/School: He -

stated that he extracted data from the CODAP surve§§on,tgﬁ/freéuency‘of per=

g "~ did not exptain just how he combined the CODAP data with other information, nor

did he describe how he decides if the right skills are receiving emphasis.

: The primary .source of data for matters concerning the National Guard is
the National Guard Bureau. The Army National Guard (ANG) advisor freguently
receives requests for ipformation about the National .Guard from various .agen-
cies (é.g., the DTD, the DCD) at the Center/School. Typically following sukh a
reguest, the ANG advisor cdlls the Nétibﬁélfﬂu&td Bureau, @hibﬁréi;hérrp;UVidéS
the DEEdEd da}ta .on the phone orsends the data in written form to the ANGC ad-

visor: The ANG advisor then relays the data to the person or agency requesting

it. Among the types of information requested are SQT results, demographic data
on ANG persomnel, number of ANG personnel qualified in a particular MOS, and

quéstions regarding the number of a given item of equipment or device available
in ANG units. :

Feedback At The Center/School

Mich of the information feedback gathered on soldier performance and train-

ing materiafls at the CGenter/School is collected by evaluation personmel.in the .

_ DOES training division. Types of information.gathered by these personnel in-
include performance data on objective tests, perceptions of graduate performance,
student and instructor evaluations of courses taught at the Center/School;. and

observations of the training process used in conductipg the courses.
Course test results. The training division routinely receives results-of
tests administered at regular intervals from }hé test and evaluation branch of .
the Directorate of Plans and Training (DPT): These resolts are received in the
form of tables displaying the number of soldiers tested and the number Tteceiving
first-time NO-GO's on, each task: From the DPT; the DOES also receives completed . -
scoresheets showing each soldier's performance on each task. These scoresheets

break out the individual soldier's performance by subtask and give reasons for
NO-€0's on each task and subtask. From these scoresheets the DOES compiles the
percentage of soldiers tested who failed the tasks for each reason. The DOES
also uses the scoresheets to compile the number of tasks failed by each individ-«¢
ual soldier. The results of DOES's analysis of the test results are distributed

to the DID, DPT, and the various directorates/departments responsible for the ~

t
instruction.— ) - o p
When the testing is done correctly in an unbiased manner, the test results
provided by the DPT, and DOES's amalysis of them, are an excellent source of .
, objective feedback to training developers, especially when coupled with Mserva-
tional .data on tlie training preceding them; On .several occasions DCES,éézfdﬁﬁél'

I ”m; 1ﬁﬁEfi‘fEEéﬁtiyj“ﬁﬁéﬁéffégﬁ“fé?&i?é“ﬁé?é’EEES?BBEatéd in sémiannual or quar-
terly reports distributed to the DTD and others. But the present branch chief
has discontinued these reports because of the excessive time ré’qx‘Qred,-to prﬁuce
- them: : ‘1 v ) ’
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have observed the testing to be so pooriy conducted tha¥.the outcome could not ~ . .

be trusted. 1In at least one case; DOES personnel administered Independent tests

to a sample of soldiersg follow1ng a course because of lowvconfidemce in the
course test results. The results of this independently administered test were
made krsown to the Commanding General of,the Center/School; but wfﬁ ~not - dis-
tributed to the ‘department or the [TD. €> L g P ! Y L~y
v

) : 'Af£SQ¥) tesilts. - Another source of ob3ect1ve 1nfor—
.- ;mation received by the DObS tralnlng d1v1~10n is SQT results‘ SQT re5ults in,

;;'Support Center (ATSC) each quartér. The SQT results are broken out by MOS End

‘Sklll level. The prlnt—out lists SQT items along with the percentage. of soi-
’d1ers receiv1ng NO—GO s on each 1tem. Itehs havlng hlgh failure rates (e gq,

.manual. All SQT—related problems identified by the DOES are reforred to the

DTD for its consideration and/or resolution. SQT probiems may also 'be bgzught :

ist workin but c ocated .

to the attentionm of an*individual test specialist working for ATSC but c

with the DTD. ‘

. . Interviews with training division personnel suggest that the feedback prb-
. vided to the DTD and ATSC on SOT problems:has been relatively infrequent in the
‘ past and is becoming less frequent as soldier performance on the SQT improves. =~ &
What feedback the DOES does prpvide to the PTD or ATSC is communicated by phone
or, in a memorandum. it - :

)
-

nforma eedback senminars. TraInIng division ‘personnel conduct infbormal_
feedback seminars with officers and NCO's within the first two weeks of the .NCO
and officer advanced courses at the School. Officers and NCO's are asked .to
estimate their abillty or the ability of those that they supervise to perform
Speclfit tasks. ‘lQuestions concerning task performince are asked .of the offigers

and NCO's as a group,; and responsei are recorded as longhand notes. Informnttpn

obtained through these feedback. sefiinars is used in conjunction with graduate *
and graduate Supervisor-survey res

Jn ‘the field) for ddentifying;-
tasks that are performed pootly by gradnates.

anses (coliecte

oot y gra Wﬁeg\oﬁficers indicate that a
large proportion of graduates {precise objective criteria were not stated) can-

not perform & particular task.%atisfactorily, training division personnel

inspect the trainimg usin methods describ&d in the following paragraphigojdeter— }
mine if the problem lies n' the training program. Problems identified through :
the use of graduate surveys and feddback.seminars are typicaiiy referred to

course managers of the appropriate departments, the DTD, or to the. Assistant

Commandant of the CEnter/School for action or information purposeé.

.

Cou;seHEVaiuations. _.The. DOES routinely evaluatesxthe courses given at the

vCenter7§chool. Practically all new or pilot courses are%evialuaged, with other =

established courses béing.covered to a lesser’ degree Observat fpns are collected
&~ during training and testing to détertitme the effectiveness- and efficiency of the.
Q; aad testing were, collected.

courses. Until recentlyy the observntlonq of trainin
' o A
. : ).‘

- .
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' Crepancias in the course céufent. A gyste

" quacy ot the’ training they recdive. It is unlikely

P ' v o .
‘ ¢ . :
: . ' I
routinely using sttuctured observation forms that allow the observer to check
for the occurrencg df,gg;ciéul5f training eveunts and record his/her -comments:
Using a training :vatuation form; the evaluator sought to determine if tasks
were demonstratﬁirand practiced to standard, if the lesson plan was followed;
and if needed trAining materials and job aids were iised. ' Using a testing
evaluation form, the e?aiﬁiﬁﬁ{ﬂééﬁé%ﬁéa testing to determine 1f the right

tasks were being tested to the correct standards and checked for bias by

examiners in administering and scoring_the-Best. The TOES branch chief respon-

> " R

sible for course svaluatipn at the Cemfer/School indicated.that thesc fdrms are” )

no longer used routinely in evaluating training and testing, aid that he: 5

favors allowing a QUBjeb;_matterrégpg:crto_ﬁéﬁitéf the class and make notes on
any problems observed.’ Data gq;;;;cg@idu:ipg'ébﬁESé-évAIQétidhs;a;e;gevieved'“f
- periodically, looking for recurring comments or something that is totalily at

variance yith’refergggesﬁgégg:ir$§Laiéf‘s,ﬁéﬁﬂal§1,field ma@ugls;,techniéél,

 manuals), lesson plaps; or expected procedures. When problems aré idemtifieddy

they are relayed to the instructional deparfments, th® DID, or to the Deputy

. Assistant Commandant for Plans and Operations for corrective action., The fre-
;quency of - feedback of information on Tougse peoblems. to the insétructional
departments varies. ~For new cburses-bcingfpi;geed;,fééaBébg,hay be given ofi a

weekly basis. feedback on other courses is less-frequent and somewhat frregolar:

- - e

. o e e o I
 Coursé evaluations are an_important part of an overall (feedback system.
Tasks .that are not performed well by soldfers in the field often are not.trained
well At the-Center/School:. DOES's must employ reliable metipds i conducting
‘course evaluations:, Sending a subject matter expert to cla® with instructions

to record any problems he/she observes.does ot consistently produce reliable
data. This method 60F eYaluating training is likely to miss the most critical

problems associated with traiping and test ing and focids on minor techmical dis-
: c { '”7’£5tié method for evaluatjng training.
" ha's been wevelbped by ABE,and.is documented in a series-af job aids (Kristiansén,
1981; Kristiansen & Witmer, 1982a; Kristiansen §& Witmer, 1982b; Witmgi; 1981). .
~ "student ques;ionnaifés;‘ In' evaldating School courses, the nraining division’
gathers -information from stfdents agd instructors. Just prior to graduation, ‘
stUdgnt questionnaires are. adrinistéred in officer and NCO courses. Student A
quest lonnaiges pravide 'students thg ppportunity to rate the instructional ade- .5 .
(quacy of the training they received for cach .task taught during the course. When,
Vesponisésto the student questionnaire show that 207 or more of those surveyed
are dissatisfied with the trainigg given for any one

;dsk,”tbéﬁiq§trﬁétibhgl de=
" partment responsible for ‘the trainigg that skask 4ud the DID are informed of the
potential problem. - . : , '

. , e O S S
‘Thie DOLS bases tts use of gtudant gquestfonnaires on,thf assumpt fon that

officers and NE€O's are qualified to'judge the adequacy of tlie trainlmp that they
reeeive: Ig reallty; ‘however, &tgdents may not be qualifieq to judge the ade— -
' hat stiddents posnesy the
technical sophistication necessary that would allow tgerr to evagluate edther
course content or the tradnipgp and tost iy proces«es emgloyed. students' eval-
‘nations may“alao be unduly inflgenced by the perfonatityf or presentation style
O lin fnstructor: . - } : ;

e .

1

1}
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: Instructor guestionmaires: Perisdicallw, the DORS utilizes instructor
“guestionnaires to get the instrucior’s percpective onm the adequnacy of the
course design and the quality of the trainine materials provided. TInstructor
questionnaires are most frequently used in conjunction with piloting a new
course or duping a spectal studs’of a particular course: they are not used:.

rout inely in evaluvating trainingz. Instructor questionnaires are either miiled
to instructors or handed directly to the instructor following a class. In
either case; the instructor ix asked to complete the questionndire independ-
ently and return it directlv to the DOES. Until recently, the DOES tabulated
the instructors' responsés on cach iteém for inclusion In quarterly or seWi-
annual course reports. We were not able to determinie how the results from-
this questionndire are beiny used atithe present tigme: '

. Training inspecticns. Co-located with but not directly affiliated with
the DOES Is the Commznding General's traininu inspection team. The primary
function of the team is to periodically inspect the training of every unit at
the Center/School. This includes activities responsible for {nstitut fonal
training as well as active operational units. In the past yedr, the tratning
inspection team has inspected over 600 blocks of instruction.
A standard training inspection report data collection form (Appendix B)

is used in inspecting the training and reporting the results of the inspection. ™
The data collection form includes items to be observed during the tralning dnd.
testing. The form his a place for recording whether or not the event described
{n the item occurred and provides some space for inspector's remirks and
recommendat fons: The space provided however 1is inadequate and doevs not .encourage
the training inspector to make comments. A special inspection form is used for
inspecting physical readiness training. Al§ other training is inspected using
the standard inspectlion rc¢port form. '

The training inSpectr observes the. trafntug and testing dé'ikby oceur,
recording answers to specific questfons relating to the quality of the training.
When an answer to one of these questions indicates a problem wity, training or -
Jtesting, the Inspector writes a short comment beneath the itesi, explaining
the question was answered as it was. Additional comments and recommendat fons
4re recorded on the last page of the inspection report. As a last step In
inspect ing the training; the {nspector Assesses whither or not the training

Cacehteved its trainlng objvctive and records his/her assessment in the report.
Thin auscssment 1§ to a certain extent subjective, and taken alone miy not
ddbdhﬁtél?.kéflé@t,thc,offcc;ivvnons of the training. Following tlie inspection;
the inspector briefs the instrygctor on the pood and bad points of the training.

- Fach ltUiii;iil‘te(i fnspection report fx reviewed by “,“:',,f:h“',’i of the Training
Lngpect ton Team for completeness and fnternal consfstency.  The training fnupec-
tor lops the rlass In on a large cliart a5 living been fnupected; whfeh ltsts
the unit and ¢lass fnspected, the fmstractor; the inupector’s overall lindessment
of the clans, and the dite of thie fnspection.  The complited report s then filed
by dute for case of reference. ‘ . :




ij.'16~-~ of the inopection repart ity
ru'1tu r/Gchoeal and to the unit r'c-ip\}:‘. SEEE '
ciiding on the nature of the probl.ms '-r.ﬁ"vor; '

also he sent to the UPT, the 770, or o may e oused
hv the undts to modifs thelr trafiinh ) or d’ her Senool
Jirectorates departoentys 1o clange fact ' ‘.“pa tn;F on the training
Sume unitd also urilize the f*f..‘nr tion '~rn..«.ud heothe reperts in kveping track -
of the state of tratnimg fn their un it o '
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vOPrg fes 3% 107 7-}‘I 1 . ¢ The persennel & ‘.‘.‘J‘qu administers pro Aeq -{ﬁ\’“ﬁis"x o
survews to officers and Kpd'c atteonding the officer® and, oq.r :ted advanced cours
At the Sclwol.  The survews ate desimed o ,:im-r e opinfons of offfcers 'md .

S - : -- - 5 - - s - R - -
NCO's in Several different arcas, includinl the 'H’n“:\‘nsIO'h’iI 1u.’.{ix"xgnior‘u of

TeilaT Cre s llT. Il - - LT : < L el D ik -
o;qgrxjrgtrfzcors' carecr peroeptians, Cdreer xnr«-.1}i.m.7,.ig,9r‘or satisfaction;: Jn 2
training cons iderg:iodé Cand e perceiyed gualtity

i new rec ruitz,. Dcma;,ra')hic

Jata are also collected for cach soldiel responding to ¢ survey. Theé response b5
to. these S;Lii".'cyé are dnki‘.;:';'ird it(":ﬁ-b;;-—iiotn in order to fdentffy ch“d:, g the
Descriptive wtatistics, for vach‘survu
item are Lo"muu.d m'rindn Iitx awd a roll-up of the summarized ‘Tesules t:-;-j;prq—';
duced in tabulur fapms The de: ,érxpt ive statisties are Usedr by the - personnel
divislon to i,di:ntif; probh"x ifvas. Proflems thug jdientd fied ‘Ir.e ifLu:rrL’d to.
the directorate/department who is in the best posin i1 -to do QOﬂcthinL -about t
', Directorate of Combat I\\'L‘-\m"xcnt,. )oldiv' "mvapnrt ‘Cente “Llf’éi(fcn)

16 tlic dircn ror: ate/department is unwilling ‘or anable to *c-olvc ; .xt't__pro‘blcm-, .thq

f‘./

em

wputy Commanding Generdl mds be advlh: sed. - Prw’ lems affecting thesentire. commund

are brmx,"xt to t‘w Jteett ion RN Uu' Conrer/ichool Gommanding Genaer: il. 1¢ the

Comzmanding General gy fees tlu l' e problem should he addre rd. Sl e dire L;i ;

the appropriate dires E'orltt'/ epartoent o tawre acgfon to salvie C‘w prioblem, .
. ’ - -

Data Lx «hu Lo hmf ;""d /\: il

-

duitates that ehe daea)

) The large amount of data (ullbili' He the DOES neeg
he reduced prior to distribution to othir agencies ."".T;ﬁ primary SUTALURY
by the DOES in reduv ing the dati eomiists of surearis 111';'-.“t!7»i"~‘iti GUer One or

more varfables 'in'«l"t‘ili\ilkitiiif' 'i)r' “rous tabulat ing the resuled: The lhul nrin-d

dsced

results are typic 11 Ly eujrrense it .i freouen count or as a-n et of the

total résponnies,  For txjmplu;, umr : 'l“»l. recul bl iy’ be v‘q)r('*' :xl terms ot

the percentapt of .«)ldh o tedtod wl}m pers .cd“th-' test for each tack, and the
THIIEN (\ coos tanlte procedure’, tog

sercentape W40 lillm d for ¢ach of wewveral T

match ot i) . The ) ,H)ul ited results dre efther 'nr». ire

Aoy, dltowing the .‘1-;,vni’y to drdw thelr own conclonfonng, or elae the DOk

thie reaut Cogoand commutt Leates thiefr fntirpre-
tiat fon af the problems to the sigency:  In -w‘l«” canetg, L the DOES deeaa pr«'»
entyhl fshed criterion dg g wedns of ddgnt Ly ing sfan{ Bl (eoyiy.; 1

0 o more ol Che Tesponsi Coto o an ltem naopet that o ;F'mhl«- a exints, then the
iy fdentiries the prn)hlvm tor 1 he

s, U he DUns im)k s for data sueseatiae the exiitenge

d to the appropri. ite

jdiviit [t fes problems sup pi“;ii‘il'l'f“

it 1rul)lt"':.

Appropt bate i tor action)y. In other
ot an unidestrdable trend

i

s ar fntormit b frid tept l.\; a problem that 4 fanherently criticalt 4or « qu.lv;
L othe 10ES (5 Hikely to li'iil fty a problom tor tarther action 1t it G tect s |ll
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o “"-'t‘“L ’ﬁ(’-.ml the dmvxsxon and"
Pamen s xlat treads in the data as a
L. TemE ol : 11t fs were ablc to specva paC-
;-.1 how ther deters .j..:,:pn'}. ' f"ne of :ﬁ‘dsc interviewed _
ademivttod that gt Teant trends o .1; c.one jectiv Ly ‘based -
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”Hu;;'iﬁiu'*\'w(. onl, om" N "
Wi uned by dOES person ! .%\_:“;' ro-lrdm & LhL data. AIthough
D persennel; fRequent Ly unitey qt-atlst ical procedu?é;
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: ' (.vub'a-\ tivelw) atatic e the é'i' £ ¢ or discrepancies are;of «suffi-
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) which vardes from one person to the next[ ds’a poor substitiute for statistic&l
aunl TR SIS ut'.cr objective deefsidn-mininy procedures agd- §5 boavrally not :‘
accepted BT sy analvits or other membors, ot the u.nl"tic co‘n"‘unit'v.. :
Toefalne: o And Feliabilies ( (\o";. L&”hh . ? o,‘_ A ST
. . a . Lo -7 xS P ;. o TN '
: Tram the proviods disedl L Ton ;a? the feedback methods t-'“ploxcd by thL UOES,
i i'lri".xr (“'1' the u"ulnc-"r; and reliahb Hlt\“ki' i'n- feedback providcd to th.e
("ithi-:‘,’.ﬁ.;-.mul { not all tlu* 1t ocould fe stimites of e \du.ltc'pl. rformance by
pradigite aund t‘n fr ﬂ"i')-L'!'Uj .nr .‘.jii? nat bhe oavcurate. Maeh thy samve .mwlies to
st L mu-:-' foruilresy . ""hg quest ions asked an oquest innn liru&.- and during inte
: vl:-».'. dre often muchi #00 pvnn r;l with littlu i'(m,hhrltim' of thic actaal fec d-—
n bacr nect of dir-'(,;«vz~.|,'l(~_~;,./,.m \lr!"unt it Hu- Corte r/ hunl IﬁEi;E\:tewt, con- -
’ ducte LJ)" tha DOEG Taok the dtructidre l’x PU/ 1 e ge ire to he primary. feedback’
' woure®y and do oaot .nhq\x.lt«'ly aover bhattad fon per: Gonnel at levels lower than tho
7 }m::x;).i-:\‘,; Lol o Courde Tevitlame fony fn which ol l‘vtti«m" are not -U‘Ul‘l\lrt—’d d :
Coshich depenidooi g oseibjegt mitter A"v"i.r: to merely record Qli.@trlii/shv sees ’*rrf ot
frely to o sroeide g fal fecdback to training At gt sibject mitter ex=
' AT A SAEE R hieowe o Anvolved o the"mubject matter Bedng tanapht [lmt thv&; all
hiit fistare the ),mn« r-obw o whiieh the tralning g nnnlv'r ted:  Such pr()hll'mﬂ wnd
Ch pedice the asctuliess of the DOES < tgodbick to tue Center/Schools CThe
et alnen gt ot B bgrdbaeR Loy tidrt hn 1 «lri..irn'i she d ‘|l pocs e Tack of .;t.!nd;ii‘d,ﬁ'zi-rr
ohject fue ;;i(';,;»;-diijri;-s‘.gij'r Aidl sz fig ¢ biie v Litag jdoant itving trendas, and jd;mm)n';-,
- cone Lo done o makdng dep Dofones on t e haa s ot thedr Qf,ii.i. )
' Foopte ot pmi ivim 'Lm-iii foned mbove Moo ot i hoEn bR lx '.m”;;rwig;z;.,'n
j | h ';7 i"\‘lll :‘- o lt ‘lnif {dene e fncthe dat. | ihi';/ (ul Voo f"wi Wht 1" A]Ill' ',(,,1,9“‘“‘! ll)(;ul
'_‘m' vel 1: uhHI v ot the ln!«nml( fon 4o uH)m v gl..nl t Vi g !“’ branch and ddvision
. A‘)\in Coodnt toated ot hat  they bol e vn'q! pgo St ot tlie teedback to bhe rellable. Lt
v - e | RN
. ) R . : )
. - o S o
T e 5
. ‘ ; . N s A ' ‘ .
o '

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3




QO

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e,

! requested that the director&té/department; by-a specified date; i

L

Course test results and SQT rosults were perceived as being reliable as were

questionnaire and interview data collected during field visits: Only two.

sources of data were questioned with repard to their reliability or usefulness.

One branch chief questioned the rekrimbility of the graduate supervisor's sur-

veys on the basis that the results may be affected by how well the supervisors
expect the graduates to do. Another branch chief expressed confiderice in the
ather bra L1c the

reliability of the graduate dupervisor's surveys but lacked confidence in the

ability of graduates to estimate their own performance on specific tasks as is

required by the graduate surveys. Professionalism siurveys were considered to
be of limited value as a means for identifying problernis.
Feedback Needs o S .

i . . ) A .

77777777 Feedback from users. Most of the information collected by the DOES is

used for ldentifying problems associated with processes and products of the

‘Center/School. As mentioned earlier, the DOES typically ‘refers these problems

lems are usually described in narrative or statement form in a report or mem-
orandum that also contains information briefly explaining the source of the

to the directorate/department who is in the best posj¥fion to solve them: Prob-

data. Normally the DOES does not make recommendations on what actions should
be taken to address the problems. The solution to-the problem is left up to

‘the respomsible directorate/department, as is the decision of what action to

‘take, if any. In one sense, the DOES can be said to turn over whatever-prob-
iems it finds to the responsible directorate/department.. The directorate/

department, in turi, may or may mot address the problem and is not obligated
to take any action whatsoever to eliminate the problem. '
‘ . | 7‘ . o« [
Generallyidirectorates/departments receiving information about problems

from the DOES do not inform the DOES about what steps, if any, they are taking

tﬁ@elimingpe.gﬁérBfaﬁiéﬁss;dé@ﬁified;, Thus the DOES receives. very little feed-

back fromusers on how the'information that.it provides is being used, or even

if the information is being used. Occasionally a user will;'send a reply to . ...

the DOES indicating their agreement or disagreéement with the DOES's conclusions .-

and describing what they are doing o address the problems: ‘One branch chief

indicated that whenever he reported problems to.a directorate/department, he

~torAat eci inform him of

what actions were being taken to address the problems. Other branch .chiefs
stated that their primary means of determining whether changes had been made

to th had identified was to make additional observa-=

in response to the probléms they ide ion:

tions in the field or at the Center/School. For example, if the same problems

wore found during an ‘inspection of a particular block of instruction that were

identified during a previous_inspection of. th nstruction; ther B
be pretty sure .that no act fon was. taken to eliminate the problems. In such

.

\at instruction, then the DOES can’

cases the DOES may inform the. Cormanding Gengral's af ;cé1;hat_ﬁd‘Cbr?ectivgj i

act ion has beent tékzn'to'é;iﬁiﬁdté‘thefﬁrbblemb;~f,;

' The lack of direct féédﬁéqk9frpmf@%fééEéiétés7déﬁértmeﬁts;iéééf&iﬁéfﬁéﬁ
they use (or if they are able to-iuse) the informat_on provided by the DOES is
a major impediment to obtaining better and more useful feedback. Without’

""" ssumpe the feedback they provide is entirely

regular user feedback, the DOES may a

en

*



o . I , ﬁ_

éﬁtisfactory and is useful in correctiﬁt Center/School problems. Statements by -

theirwoverall~satisfaction with—the_feeabacﬁﬁfﬁey—provide. User feedback is.

needed to inform the DOES of which types of feedback are most useful and to
identify ddditional feedback needs. .

- - R

77777Ad§it10"7 eedbac dsy DOES division and branch chiefs indicated few
areas in which they needed additional feedback. Two of those interviewed in-

- dicated that they already were getting fiore feedback than they could handle.

A third expressed the opinion that ‘preseit levels of data collection activi-

e i tiesmwere -placing excessive demands on units in the Field:

e of those expressingfthe need for éddttlQnai;fEEﬁbackT_thpga ted- more

task-specific feedback regarding hands-on performance in the field. Onme sug-

gested that this feedback should come from hands-on tests administered to soi-

- diers in the field, but another felt that DOES's did not Have time .during field
visits to conduct hands-on tests. One of those wanting more task-speci ‘
feedback was especially interested in getting more and better feedback on gun-
nery performance: He perceived the need to identify individuals who contin=-

ually fail to quaiify on warious gunnery tables agg exercisés and ghat types.

of engagements caused soldiers the most difficulty. He suggestéd-that “each™

. time gunnery is conducted the following kinds of Anformation should be recorded
- and made available for analysis: _(1). type- ofAgunnery,exercise*orﬂtableﬂ—(2)—”‘“'”"”’
social security number of the soldier(s) participating; (3) when and in what .
location the gunnery occirred; and (4) what engagements and parts of engagements
were failed by each soldier.r Three intenviewees indicated that they need more

! to
in

including technical lessons, devices, and publications

was the difficuity im obtafﬁing deﬁographfc data on indiv} uals, particuiarly

. the reserve component.
rrrrr ‘L~;~; DOES s provide much of the feedback available to Centers/Schools.Wﬁ?égious
", .. methods are employed by DOES's to provide this feedback and,distribute it to

ghe appropriate directorate/department. Some of these methods, however, produce

feedback.that is neither reliable nor useful to the directorate/department re-.

- ' ceiving it: Aside from the methods themselves, inadequate analysis by the DOES_
and lack of direct feedback from users. are the factors that are most- detrimentaL

¢ td*the reliability and usefulness of Yeedback >

4 .
The types of feedback discussed in this section are liStgé,iQ,?éﬁig,%’,,

.-—along with the types of feedback available to the DTD, which are discussed in

_Also included in this table are the sources of feedback and .

. the next section. luded 1
’ the initial recipient of each type (DOES, DTD' or both). The table is intended

to summarize both this and the next section and_to bridge the gap between them.
while reading the next section, it may be useful to refer back to Table 1 te

31
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° Table 1
P ” .

Summary of Feedback Available to a Typtcal DOES and DTD -
ype-of-Feedback ™ o Source | | o ‘Reciplent
xtemal; S i '

Graduate supervisor surveys : . Supervision of recent graduates . ~_ DOES
Graduate surveys . Recent graduates . DOES
Personnel questionnaire . o *Battalion commanders | : DOLS
Logistics-questiofinaire Battalion log off, maiiit off, or XO : DOES ’
ARTEP questiommaire - : ‘Battalion operations officer: v — DOES -
Informat interviews Battalion and company staffs ’ R DOES
Tripi reports and;extraété I Center/School personnel visiting field units ., DOES & DTD
Unit training materials Field units .- DOES
CODAP survey results . Unit personnel through Soldier Spt Ctr <L DOES & DID
SQT results Unit personnel through Army Tng Spt Ctr , DOES & DTD
Informal, unsolicited feedback Unit personnel DTD

110 rma | o
iternal: - : L N ’ ‘ : ,
Course test results . Dir of Plans and Training R DOES
Course evaluations o Observations of classes “ DOES
Student questionnaires Students 7 DOES
Instructor questionnaires ' Instructors = DOES
Informal feedback seminars : .. Students (officers and NCO's) DOES
Training inspections , Observdtions of institutional and unit training DOES
Professionalism surveys Students (officers and NCO's) I . . DOES
Program of Instruction‘(POI) _ SR B

changes Instructional departments ' L+, D 8
Pilot teachings and student trials ° Observatlons of initial course administrations o : DTD




T~ inthefr developmert: —Personnel tn these divisiocns have relatively Tiftle
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-DTD FEEDBACK SOURCES AND NEEDS

In this section the feedback needs of training developers are addressed
through review of the results of interviews with the DTD division and ‘franch

chiefs. Of the six division chiefs interviewed, four indicated that person--

nel in their division have a continuing need for feedback on the performance
of soldiers-and use of training materials. Two divisions are primarily’ in-

volved in the.production and distribution of training materials rather than

direct need for feedback; and thus they were not interviewed extensivély.

(The information presented here is derived primarily from interviews with 20
personnel involved in task analysis; the design and development of individnal
and collective training programs and materials; and the development and manage-
ment of training devices. As argued earlier; these personnel are representa-—

tive of those in any Center/School DTD. . }

uals; the ‘information gathered is not organized by division or branch in this

'“‘sectioni Rather, ‘the resolts “are organized first by types of feedback currently

interviews. In. the descriptions of feedback currently available; emphasis.is.
...placed on types of feedback.from sources_gxternal to the Center/School (i.e.;
field '”'té),ibﬁt internal feedback is also briefly addressed. No attempt is
made to scribe these types of feedback in great depth or to detail the ways
in which they are transmitted through the DTD. Instead, brief descriptions of

them are given to serve as a basis for the follow-on discussion of Peedback

needs. These needs are described in terms of major problems or issues which

surfaced from the interviews; and tjpesﬂof feedback are further discéisbed and

evaluated as they relate to these issues. Recommendations for ways to satisfy
the feedback needs identified are developed in a later section of this report.

\_

Trip reports. A common way in which DTD personnel obtain external feed-

: Féédback-Cﬁrréntly Available

- back is through reviewing written reports of information gathered during visits

to field units: These trips are usually taken and reports written by DOES per—
sonnel; but reports are occasionally received by the DID for trips taken by the
Commanding General or other Center/School personnel. All DTD personnel inter-~:

* viewed who have a need for feedback from the field indicated that they receive
copies of DOES trip reports or extracts from them, 35,9¢§953§§9,197the previous
section., While most interviewees stated thatigsefulrindications of problems in'
the. £ield are. sometfimes derived from Ltrip, reports,'several criticisms of the -

£

Autility of such repbér: ik : sistently brought out.

. The most common critique of trip reports mentioned‘by nearly all inter-
viewees ‘is that these reports do not usually provide eriough specific dEtai;,,,'
about problems existing in the field and recommended solutions to them. Major
problems with the quality of sold1ers or training miterials are briefly de-~

scribed in trip reports, based upon observation of training; administration of‘.ﬁ

Y

o i '2?\\ i =

. N L Y N : N
A e - : e X . : : ?
- E—. . . . v .

ve



-Were mentione

~ DOES’ trip-reports; theq

- identif fed durlng init

e what An example of this situation
tnterviewees is the statement from a trip repart that "lieuten-

Lants tan't read maps. Training developers need further information in order

“to address this: problem, such as the time frame during which these officers

completed institutional training and the §ubtasks which cause the greatest

A'_difficulty With such inforﬁ&tion available, training could be redesigned

>

Several ggﬁer problimsrwith the dbtaining of feedback from trip reports

y more than gneiinteryiewee.ﬂ Five interviewees expressed
the validity of informaﬁion provided in trip reports. Trip

;reports often sumnarxze general o serVations or opinions: which may, not be

: completely accurate. Trip reports also often do not delineate the extent Of

a problem identified., That 1is; it 1is, sometimes- not clear whether a problem

is umique to a particular unit or widespread: tﬁ'”ughout field units. It is

also sometimes’ unélear whether-a’ pe;ceived problem is” based on the opinion. _
of a few-individuals or represents the consensus of numerous field personnel:’

Two -dnterviewees: brought up=another”concern with the validity of DOES trip ;

reports. This is that information gathered in thé fielX by personnel pers . -

ceived to be evaluators. (i e.;,DOES personnel) may no accurately reflegt the._

state 'of field units: . At least some units tend to pdt their best foot. forward

for evaluators and to et Ehese personnel see what’ they want them tQ see. .. ...

: 4 ’

. Another problem with extracting feedback from trip repnrts is related to

their distribution. While all .DTD interviewéks indicated that they. had seen
xeported,

Do reduency of ‘such reports. vafied.. Three per-
sonnel réportéd‘that th"eﬁ h‘a’d

t séen a DOES. trip report in oVer .a year, and

hey saw them irregularly and tad not ‘seen one-

interviewees also- expvessed a suspicion that

for several months Seve T in
trip reports prepared by pe sonnel in agencies other sthan® the:DOES are not

distributed to all pérsomnel having-an irtergst in ‘them: Related to concerns

“.aboit the distribution of-trip feports areconc 1s_about thejr timing. o

Reliance upon trip reports for feedback sémetimes oes not provide information
within the time frame. 'that it is needed ‘Fot example _most’ interviegegsiindif

cated that they have an opportunity to provide juestfons to DOES personnel ‘to
be addressed during upcoming field visit But one interviewee indicated that

responses to such questions are not included ‘ip trip reportsiuntil four to

‘eight months later, and two- indicated.that responses have never, been»received

" Another problem here is that DID personnel may not. _know what qpestions -to_ask

if.they do not kmow what the major conicerns ix. the Field curtently are:; That
is, trip reports do not ptovide continuous, feedback in which major’. probiems are
tified during ial ‘trips and foilowed uphwith more intensive questioning

daring-latet tripS.- mﬂkj;g;gggxg§wgen$§élly do ngt provide data which can be

Q

ERIC™

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'of data

quantified and: maintained over’ "t'ime to establish trends and. to allow integration :

The discussion Lbove shows that while -review of trip "reports is a common
""""" training developers

and sometimes useful method of obtaining'external feedback;
have several conéerﬁs about the quality -and usefulness of the data vauired
l N ‘qv ’ \j{
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A The review of trip reports is in generai a rather unsystematic way of gathering o

) idiscussed in the context of general issués in the n?xt section of “this reporth

B Field visits. An.alternative to training developers relying on _reports__
. of trips by other personnel to obtain feedback would be for.them to visit field
uniits themselves. Interview resultsﬁindicate that such visits occur only ,.f

occasionally. Less than half the DTD personnel interviewed indicated that theyw_
had visited field' units, and those who had reported that such visits were.rare.

- - The number of visits per branch varied from one or two a yedr to one every

three or four years. The DID does not have the resources for extensive field

visits, since that mission has been primarily given to the DOES., The centrali-

and minimizes the disruption of field units by Visits from Ceriter/School per-\\\'7j
sonnel. However, restrictions. onl_visits by training developers to the field ’-
does create some problems, many of which wer& described, in the earlier discus-'j

sion of trip reports. it . » - 8
N . o :

ance on feeds red during TIeTd visi persennel raz T
sults in training developers working with secondhand iﬁf&?ﬁé{i&ﬁ., As described

~ .. earlier; several interviewees indicated that this lessens the utility of feed-
E} ‘back; ‘since  the-information--gathered is-of: questionabIe validity or not-in-

'sufficient detail A few interviewees indicated that they will not acce@t any.

in the field Whether this perception is correct or not it leads EO,HF atti-
'tude which does not foster c00perat10n Between DTD's and DOES's: Nearly half

_of the DTD personnel 'interviewed indicated that there 1s a need for increased

S personal cotitact between training developers and users in the field: Sugges-

tions for increased coordination of field visits between training developers

and evaluators are offered in a iater section of this report.

- very useful. Most of. these trips had been taken by front-end analysts during
-« the early stages.of: training development. Extensiversurveys and interviews of .

‘The few trips that. interviewées _had made_to thé iiéld were pirceived as

field personnel were. conducted during many of these visits, although this fact

has often been. downplayed in Grderitgiaygid time-consuming coordination of : N
survey forms.

tation (tasks, conditions, and standards) ‘during these: visits, and in most -

Task analysts have obtained updated valida€ion of task documen=

ogher sources discussed below. o - .

If more personal contact is needed between training deveiopers anduusers——~—— -

1n the field,-an obvious solutior*woutd be for DTD personnel to more frequently

T visit the field. Seven of the.20 interviewees directly stated that they need,
to visit- the field more frequently; and;geveral pthers indirectly indicated

——_———;—-1§xﬂrjr1ﬁ5§&—*—ﬂany—potential~adv&at&ges—ofﬁsﬁEE:§i§I%s—wereAmentioned1 ~Imp1e—:Ju i;{
‘mentatjon assistance provided by training developers might incfease the use of . °°

- - ;raining materials. Observation of task performance in the field would lead

to more objective validation '6f task documentation than that obtained through

———————————— . Training developers would be perCEiVEd as; helpers and

. -
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®* .7 - would obtain.iore useful l4formation from field personnel than training evalu-

ators do. But despite alt these potential benefits, not all interviewses ~ ©
favored increasing the number of field visits. Many :branches are understaffed
., and.do not have they personnel- resources to conduct such visits. . The EéliéEility)
° of observations made during field visits was also questioned. As mentioned ear--
l{eig-manyrg§r§gngg; feel that units let you see only what they want you to see
dirdng visits to the field. Field visits must be properly Tesourced and de-

signed before their number 1s increased.

in summary, interview. results indicate that training developers rarely make

field visits. But when such visits are made; the feedback derived from them is
. generally perceived as being very useful. There was a widespread but not uni-
versal feeling among interviewees that their opportunities to visit the field

should he’ increased. Meéthods are .needed to increase the interaction between

tgéiﬁiﬁgﬁdevelgpggsi§nd'ﬁééié in the field within existing resources. Possible

dpproaches to this are discussed’in a later section of this report.
CoBAP Fesults. Another major type of external feedback whieh is curréntly

‘ used by training dé§§I§§é?§"i§‘fﬁé”“éﬁﬁf?é“ﬁ?“tsﬁﬁféﬁaﬁé1véTOEaap§ttoﬁéffﬁata"*~~~w~
Analysis Program (CODAP) surveys. As described earlier, these surveys are con-
. ducted periodically by the Soldier Support Centez, National Capitol Region in_
‘“@Iéiﬁﬁ&iié;“Vﬁ“éﬁa"ﬁgscgiptive;iﬁéiyéésﬂbfjthé’reSﬁLﬁsnarénﬁ%éﬁi&é&«@d-Céntérf:x::::
Sé5661;§étédﬁﬁel;f_lhg_sniiéié:ééﬁétallv list a long sequence of tasks and ask
respondents to rate each task on .4 variety of factors, such as how critical it
is, how frequently it is performed, and how.weil it is performed. The resuits
of such surveys are of primary inteérest to task analysts; and these personnel
are directly involved in the coordination of these surveys and use of results.
. Task analysts determine the tasks to be addressed in CODAP surveys, review and
;. ..maintain files. of computer print-buts of results; and request further analyses
<./ of the data from Soldier Support Center as needed. These analyses are primarily
o " descriptive breakdowns of the data according to specifted criteria. Tor exampie,
a listing can be provided for all tasks meeting specified levels of performance -
frequency and critidality for a given MOS. The results are used by task analysts

and by task selection boards to select tasks for training in the institotion and
in field units. CODAP iéSﬁlté,thugrp:@vi?e feedback that can be used to deter—
mine what tasks should be trained where: | 3

{owed mentioned several concerns with the use

" The training developers interv rat cor
of "CODAP results. A major one is that the results, gre not timely.: A CODAP sur-

) vey addressing officers' tasks within a particular specialty has been conducted
___ - only once approximately two years ago, and surveys of enlisted tasks are accom- A
- plished only brice every threeyears. ~Due FOrEhéwfaﬁidl§:éh$§8§§nggcthldgyuﬁf-;“”,
today's Army, more continuous feedback on téék,éétfbtmanégiigiqggqu, ‘The per—
soniiel resources of Soldier Support Center would have to be increased in order to
provide such feedback. Another concern with CODAP results has to do with their

' perceived validity. .. Some interviewees peérceived that subjective estimates —

gathered in lengthy ‘surveys may not be valid indicators of the importance of _

tasks or the proficiency with which they are performed. Actual observatica of
. task.performance in the field may be the only way to accurately measure the fac-
tors addressed in CODAP surveys. For further support of this position; see

v




Burnside (1982). A final major coneern witl CODAP data is that thev aré;not

‘always available. ' No CODAP results are ava lable for Reserve units, and they

are badly needed. Results are also not available for some low-density MOS' S, L

and_for tasks performed on equipment which has recengly Been introduced to the

field. Sinde 18 months are required to receive data after a task list has been

submitted’ for a CODAP survey, needed data are sometimes not available. Or they

are not available when needed, as discussed under. the timeliness issue above.

The stated conicerns about CODAP data can be related to the lack of personnel

resources to perform surveys more frequently and to check their validity; and

to the lack of sufficient computer priority to perform analyses quickly. .CODA®

surveys provide an economical but not completely satisfactory way of obtaining
task—specific feedback. :

"sults; training developers sometimes attempt to supplement these data.r Qne way

in which this is done.is. through field -visits, -as discussed earlier Visits of

DTD pérsonnel to field uiits dre often cdlled Job site visits or interviews,

but they dctudlly often involve administration of GODA?-type surveys Sugh sur=-

veys address a smaller list of tasks than is usually addressed in-a CODAP survey

.and they _are frequently administered during an ifterview.so. _that..the. traiping--.....----

' “developer is availablie to answer questions. Use of these procedures leads °

ancy existed between CODAP results and results of a branch-conducted job site

visit; the latter would be accepted as more accurate. Until the CODAP survey

valid than results. of CODAP surveys. Interviewees indicated that if a discrep—.

‘system can be made more flexible and timely, trainino deveiopers ‘wilt rely on

data gathered during field visits whenever possible At present there is.no way

of 1ntegrat1ng these two sources of data and checkingltheir relative validity.

- N - .

- ,,§QT,}EE9 analz;is. Field performance data are_ rarely available as feedbagk .
to training developers. Most of the currently available feedback identified by

, training developers interviewed consists of general observatiomns, informat com~

ments; and subjective survey responses. The only relatively objective perform—
.ance data which have been available. as external feedback tqnthe DID are. Skill

Qualification Test (SQT) results. These hands-on performance test results are_
provided to SQT developers in the DTD (and to training evaluators in the DOES;

as discussed previously) by TRADOC's Army Training Support Center in the form -

of quarterly and annual computer print-outs, or item analyses. These analyses -

provide feedback on the percentages of soldiers passing and failiggieacn task -

‘tested_on tﬁe hands-on and written components. of the SQT. . This information is . _._.

Tasks which are consistently
passed by 100% of soldiers tested may be eliminated on future tests. Tasks which
are failed by a large number of soldiers may also be eliminated, or the question

may be revised if its form appears to have created the difficulty encountered ; L

The item analyses provide important feedback to SQT developers as to the adequacy

of their test construction. They also provide performarnce data which could be of

use .to other training developers. Two interviewees not ‘frivolved in SQT develop= - :
ment indicated that they need 1ncreased dccess to SQT results in order to identi- :-:

‘fy potential training problems in .the ‘field: . . .

S U  ——— e e »
o



. ik /
A N B
'

v

However, this meed for increased access to item analyses throughout DTD is'’
apparently a moot point. Current plans call for formal administration of the °

_hands-on component of the SQT and reporting of results to be eliminated by

FY 83: Item analyses of hands-on performance test results will thus no longer £

be available. Results of written knowledge tests will continue to be available,, -

‘but these results likely will not as direcgly indicate where training problems

occur in the field. The amount of fiéld performance data‘available gs feed-

back to training developers will soon decline from little to none: ° .

[ Y

o

iback. Several of the types of feedback currently available.

. to the DTD can be grouped tog8ther because they are not regularly collected :

through formal means. Included here’are responses to questionnaires included
in the back of training materials, requests for thanges in training materials .
m1+mwm~0nmﬁA"Formsm2023;~upsolicitédfléttérsfAﬁdmphéﬁéiééLIEIfréﬁ;fieldgpe:sa:gg};fmwm»mwm?

meetings at conferences; and information gathered due to turnover of personmel
in the DID. A common characteristic shared by most of these-types of feedback
“"~'is that they only infrequently provide useful information to training develop- -

ers. Almost all training manuals include short questionnaires for users to &t
complete and return to training developers. . Interviewees. indicated that such =~

-@w—%f~m~“wquegtidﬁﬁaires~arafseidvm;:gtﬁfﬁé@ff@@%&:ééiiﬁétéé'6f~tétﬁfﬁ~tdté"w§ré'ﬁﬁ-tﬁg"*““"“-
: range of one or two per year. Requests for changes in training publications-
are, received slightly more frequently; interviewees estimated that" they see '

from two to six per year:. But these suggestions do not usually result in .

chariges, since the suggestions are often general in nature, do not lead to =
feasible changes; or point out problems which ttaining developers are already

aware of. . If possible; 'DID personnel réspond to personnel suggesting changes
and state what change wa$ made or explain why no change was appropriate.. The
_low.rate of. suggestions.from the field should: thus not be due to the attitude .. .-

that they will not be attended to. Other causes may be a low usage rate of
training materials in the field, or a hesitancy to take the time to put com-

ments into writing: Interviewees also indicated that they receive unsolicited
letters and phone.calls from field personnel at the rate of two or less per

) year. Field personnel for some reason do mot frequently use iyformal channels
to communicate feedback to training -developers. Meetings at conferences.glso
do mot contribute much feedback. Several interviewees indicated that confer- .

ences provide only general feedback which is usually not useful. During: 20
interviews only one instance of useful feedback being obtained during a con-
ference was reported. ,This occurred when a battalion ‘commander attending ay.
confégence actively sought out personnel in a branch'of the DID and provided o
T specific. feedback_.on use of specific training materials in his unit: ~Methods™ "~
are needed -to increase the frequency with which such feedback is provided.: o

Reliance on approaches as unstructured as those described in this paragraph
is unlikely to produce this result. _ - :

-

A type of informal feedback which more frequently provides useful informa-

. tion is based upon the turnover of military personnel within the DTD.  Officters,
. and NCO's transferring into tHe DID often come from an assignment in the field:

They thus bring with them gseful information oa the quality bffsqi@iéf;;§§q¥i

use of training materials'fn the field. This is a bemefit of the high torbu=

lence rate in the military assignment system and is a way to increase congruence

between training developers and field personnel. However, the information «
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gathered by this method is limited by EGE&E*EEESE}E&EE by the experiences which
training developers had while assigned to field units: This type of feedback

;éjéﬁ'iﬁﬁbttaﬁ! one,; but it siwuld be supplemented by information gathered
regularly in a wide variety of units. Co .

5 Internal feedback. The types of feedback described thusfar in this
sectjon aré external ones relating to soldier performance and use of training
materials in the field. Training developers also rédeive internal feedback

relating to institutional training from othér directorates and departments 1n
the Center/School: A large amount of such feédback is based upon informal-

»gighggg%ﬁggﬁigggfga;iggwpegﬁeggipersonﬁél in BTD and other. agencies; but B
several more formal types of internal feedback are available. Instructional -

.- departments.submit.requests. for.changes.in-Programs--of-lastryction (POILE)—to. . =

training developers. Such requests include a rationale for why changes.are
needed, and thius provide feedbiack or where problems lie in training. Student

L“Efftiﬁﬁém§ﬁééﬁ§”Bifﬁfﬁi?”§ﬁf33§§iére Usuaiiifiaﬁﬁféied at theaconciusion of

courses, and results are available as feedback-to the DTD through the DOES; as
described earlier; lowever; several of the DTD personnel interviewed stated

.--i- that--they ‘do -not- consider this -an tmportant form of feedback; dué :toconcerns -~ "~

..

j;"—““<¢**ﬁnder“the“genera

[

- ports of resilts have in the past be

about the ' validity of students' comments. The general feeling is that students'
comments are influenced more by the personality or presentation style of the
instructor than by the content of the course. Training developers are more
:likely to take stock in corments received from instructors than in those received:
from students. . ‘ - L g

. Several procedires followed by training developers during design of training

_programs.and marefials could.be described as-gathering of. internal feedbacke. ... ...
Experts on various tasks at the Center/School are often informally sought out and
consulted during training development. (For example; 1f training on-a chemical

task is included in a training program; local experts on such a task will be
tdentified.and asked to review the task documentation. After a training program __

is initially developed, it .may be pilot tested through student trials or pilot
teachings. ~ Student trials' involve administration of a part of the training

program to a small group of students available on a temporary basis. Pilot
teachings are the first administration of a new or revised training program to a
regular group Bf students.. DTD personnel are directly involved in both af these
procedures and useful feedback on the adequacy of course design is gathered =
through observation and interviewing of students. The information gathered falls
or - rubric of feedback;—atthough—it—relates—to—the—evaluationof— —

DTD personnel seldom

initial or draft products rather than finished products:

have the opportunity to observe the administration of a training program after -

the pilot teaching. Such observations are performed by DOES personnel, and re-
| ast been provided tc DID on & quarterly basis (as
mentioned in a previcus section, :such, reports are not currently being provided
to DTD). Most interviewees indicated that they receive such reports and find

" them ugeful; the results of performance tests conducted during training were
frequently pointed out as being especially usef{il information., ¥

Summary. Several types of fegdback are currently available to DTD persoti-
nel; and most of these have been described above and were previously summarized
in Table 1; Y Other types of information are available which could be construed

+



_discussivn of feedback needs below: P

a5 fcedback, but do not merit separate discussfon. For example, training o

developers receive comments durlng sta(fing of training programs.and materfals’

with Center/School and TRADOC agencles, |llpwever, such comments do not fit the
strict definition of feedback since they retate to draft products ratheér than .
to finished products that have beenm used in the ffeld. Also, personnel inter-
viewed in DTD indicated that generally few comments are received during staffing

of training matertals. Specific survey and data collection forms used by the

DOES to gather fcedback werec described in an earller scction of this teport and
have not been further discussed here. For example, DOES personnel administer a
survey to field.personnel on the use of ARTEP miterials and provide the resules
directly to ARTEP developers in DTD. The intent of this section was to provide
a general description of feedback available to serve as a basis for detailed

WAMWAﬁﬁiie:§;§y>qf,@beVtypesﬂéfVféééﬁéégiéVéiiéBIé‘té training developers are
Very useful, several problems are apparent in the flow of fpedback information.’
In general, the flow of feedback appears to be informal; ujsystematic, and

based largely upon Subjectivé data. Key issues and needs”are identified aﬁa““"’ffff

. .dtscussed ‘across types-of Feedback ‘bolow; -t order to- develop recommendatfons -

for improving feedback flow.

Major. Feedback Needs

S . , Nl e -3
' Lack of feedback. The most general conclusion about :the feedback avail-
able to training developers is that there isn't enough of it. All 20 inter- .
viewees who indicated a need for feedback from the field also indicated that

they presently.receive an-insufficient -amouns of'it.  They feel that they as . .
training developers.should be more directly, involved in gathering feedback and

should have more direct contact with personpel in the field. Changes occur in
the field at a rapid pace and training developers have difficulty keeping in-

 formed of them. Problems are often surfaced through informal channels or

fumors and training developers.may not have sufficient time to react to them. .

__Interviewees did not present a consensus bn hoy the flow of feedback . -

“Should be increased. Some stated that they should visit field units and provide

assistance in implementation of new training programs and matertals. Others

indicated that increased travel to the field is impractical and that field per-
sonnel shouid somehow be further encouraged to” contact training developers. "It
might be more cost—effective to bring experfenced field personnel, to the Center/
School than to send DID personnel to the: field. TField personnel temporarily
assigned to the Center/School to attend a.training course could also be further
used as a feedback source than they presently are. These individuals cduld be
surveyed or interviewed about spegific areas of concern upon their arrival at
the Center/School. As described earlier, these personnel currently complete a
gerieral survey doring their. first two weeks at the Center/School; .but they are
not interviewed in depth. :Several interviewees expressed the opinion that feed-
back on training materials’is rarely received.from the field because these
materiais are i. fact seldom used: ¥-The first step in gathering feedback should
thus be to.survey the field 'on the availability and use of training matertals.

i vent - tr . These and other suggestions

The same argument can be made for training devices.
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- : for‘inirinstnﬁ thc amount of focdback anixdble 0 tﬁe DTD will ﬁc'uaed to
: dLthop more specific’ rccommcnduttonq in a lntor qPGtiDn of this‘GCort.

" Specificity of feedback. A common obvervatinn offored by almost all

interviewdes la that much of the fecdb gck avalilable fs not suffictently.
dctailed or specific. A Reneral probl ) mny be identificd “but details are

corrcct it. Th;s situation exiats with trip rcports received Irom DOES and
other sources and with most of the informal fcedpack received. 'If field

. poSOﬂﬂLl indicatc that graduates of institutional straining are not well
trained or that training materials are not useful, :training develupers oeed

~mfurchet»{HEGTMEti6ﬁ“="Thty*ﬂtéd tu*knuwrwhith Spvctftt Tagks o "subfasks areT

=, . - causing performance dtfficalttes and which parts of training materials are

not being usecd and why. As;in the. cxnnple uscd cnriier\ training developers

need to know not only that lieutenants can't read maps, but which lieutenants

,,,,, e “have difficulty with which aspects of map rcading.” Tratning programs canmurw_tmﬁn__
77777 " then be rcdesigncd to attempt &o remcdy the problem . Ry

back for them, or upon field perscnnel to volunteer. feedback This teads to.”f—

the provi i{on ,0f feedback without satisfactory detail: Tt is often tedious:

and time~consuming for training developers to go ‘back to the source of the.

feedback and obtain further information. One solution to this problem would

be for these personnel to be directly involved in the original gathering of
feedback: Further details could then be gatheredgdirectly from theé feedback
source in one gperation. Another solution would be to increase the coordina-
tion between those who need the feedback in the DID and those who gather ic
* in the DOES. DTD nérsonnel have the opportunity- to subhi
" to DOES personnel bgfore field uriits are visited, but this coordination.is
apparently not suf icient - Training. developers may not know what questions to

ask, 'since they have: not received previous feedback as to what the ptimary

concerns of the field are: Interviewees indicated that in the past they

bgveinot received answers _to guestions submitted within the. n€eded tipe frame
or at -all: This perceived’lack of response does not encourage submiss{on of "

future questions. Even 1f DOES personnel do-ask guestions ﬁeveloped by D?p,

. personnel in the field, thHey may not have sufficient experience with the par-

ticular document or devieé being addressed to get - the needed details by asking

apprdpriate foLlow -on - questidns Theign;gisgiution to fhis dilemma would be .
e s on-visits to field = -~ .

units .
s PR
ValiditygeigieedbackA?7§§Y§f§}”5f the training developers interviewed o

expressed concerns about whether the information they receive as feedback is

2valid and reliable. It is frequently difficult to_determine how representative .

. feedback is of the situatiok in.the field as a whole. Tor example,.a problem

"~ with a particular document may be identified through comments in a tripireport .
‘of through informal means;-such as a phone call from an officer i“,Fﬁg,fig%é or
a comment from an NCO newly’ assigned to the DTD. 1Is thisiprgyigg widespread. .

throughout ‘field units or does it represent the experiences of one individual

N
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LI ’ion WHE' n problxm Ls idortiflcd! m(thodq nru HngUd/bQ purque it in v

? intorvLLwod durlnh,flold viqltq, and as-to. how many tlmea a problem should

.. .7 gurface before, It is congidered severe cnongh to- require nction. Formal and
informal means of feagdback COlILCtlon shoiild be coordinated so that informal
feedback providgs: lhput into areas, to be further pursued by more formal

mLEhOdS.

te

»“-v - o “ !

" Mach of the feedback presently received by traininp dévéloperé is'Based

T+ ) gﬁbJQCtxve,opiniqns gf -personnel -in-the fie{d"“Thiﬁ 45-trve--of- ifhforma- Te e

tion gathered ;hrough trip reoorts, CODAP surveys,'and informal methods Many”

interviewaes expresséd coneern, with the valid{ty of" sueh information and indi-

cated o nced for more feedback based upon performance tegtingiandiobservation

e of fteld performance, Howcver,,aeveral of, them also. expressed reservations
about ‘the validity of field observations, based on the feeling that field units

o only 1et _you see what they warnt you to see:. Few perfornance test results-are .-

presently available, and fewer will'be available in the near future. SQT re-:

o~ -Sults. and. ;esgl;s:gg'tests -given: during,ins;itutignal t'rdining repraesent- the
only performange ‘results available as. feedback at“present.  The hands-on:
performance tegt portion of the-SQT is scheduled to go by the waystde i the

next few months,;’ so no _performance results will be available as external feed-

back at that* time.. All these facts maké it ‘difficult to altleyiate tnaining
developers' concerns abouc the validity of feedback

The only realistic way .to. increase the validity of feedback is to base it

further upon observations in the field. -Observérs gust be trained to make -

- thorough and objective observations which are not unduly ipnfluenced by opintons’

and ihterpretations. Observers. should also present thémselves as assistants

T and facilitators to the field; rather than as evaluators. Useful feedback can-

then be gathered through observations. ~‘The only other way.to increase the .

T T ftetd personnel s This alcernat£Ve is” considered tinréalfstic; “since the Army
is currently moving away from the testtng of individual,skills in the fiekd.f
However; if the validity of. feedback isyever to be. max1mized At will have to

be done thrbugh performance tesEiﬁé o , . T : y

2 °

.

ther major problem that surfaced during the

interviewsris that many types of feedback are not timely By the time that
1nformation is received the situation 1n'the field may have changed and it

Iimeliness of feedback.

s . may be too late for training dgvelopers to- reict.. Weeks 'or even months: may
' go by before information is summariZed in trip seports -and diétributed tgitnose
who need it. One interviewee stated that it has in’ the past taken as tong as

eight months to recéive answers tp duestions asked in, the figld through the-
DOES. 1Im this time frame the- question designer may haveibeen transferred or
may no longer have need for the feedbaick, since, heiorishe was ‘required to
complete actions without.it. CODAP surveys of eniisted- tasks within a par-

) ticular MOS are Eonducted every third gear,, and surveys of officers' tasks =

have thnsfar been’ oneitime special exerCASesz-‘Task analyqes can thus be based

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. __availability of valid feedback would be to iﬁtreaSE the pérformance testing of -



. the field themselves and supplement CODAP. information as n

. cess and the result is that data are:

" over’t

on information that 1s as,mu’ch as three years old,. Given: the rapidly chapging )
state of technology in today's Army, training materials may be out-of-date when -
they are developed.. Itef analyses of SQT results are another example‘of un- ‘

timély feedback. These analyses have in the past not been received in time to

x--', ‘.

If, as suggested earlier, training developers were: more directly involved

in the collection of feedback, its timeliness- should improve.. Direct contact

with the field would allow training developers to determine whether the informa-

tion they are, using is c“rr§?t,o,¥bF9,fE§9§¢§E administration of- CODAP - surveys ,
would also provide more up-to-date infprmation to training developers; - If o R

" this is not possible, training developers shoyld be provided,resources Wo. yisit F0 S

vVES 4ancd s y€ded. - Feedback will
not be usefui unless steps such as these are. taken to impf¥ove its timeliness.

Continuity of feedback. Several 1nterviewees made the commernt that feed—
‘back needs to be more continuous than it presently is. An example of the-non-

continuity of feedback is the administration of. <CODAP surveys discussed above.

These surveys are conducted every three years and no updated dinformation is

gathered between administrations. This leads to the lack of timely information

discussed above, but problems with the. continuity of feedback are more extensive

than that. Different types of feedback are often collected in ‘isolation.’and are

not integrated with othgr types. For exampie, if a problem in :the field is noted
in a trip report or in informal feedback,; it ‘should be further pursued in future .

field visits and interviews. At present there is no system for collating and
integrating feedback ‘and determining what its major implications are. No one

person or group at the Center/School integrates feedback previously’ gathered from

all sources and determines what issues should be addressed in fiuture collections

of feedback: Ifigiproblem is identified: during feedback, there is no mechanism
to follow it up and insure that it is solved. Much of this situafion is due to a .

lack of capability to analyze and maintdin feedbadﬁ informa¥on over ‘time. . This

probiem is further discussed below

?Analysis and management of feedbaek, DTD,P?F??““el presently have no adto— Lk

maﬁed capability to analyze arid: maintainrthe feedback they receive. In some .
caﬁes ‘other agencies perform a descriptive analysis of data before providing ;

thewx tp the DTD. For example, computer print- -outs pf descriptive dnidlyses of

CODAP and. _SQT results are availabie. But in other cases,such as data gathered

during fiéld visits or through-some of the surveys administered by DOES person-

nel; the only available method of analysis is by hand. This is a tedious pro-
metimes not thoroughly analyzed and used.

For example, completedisurveys are sometimes glanced at and thrown in a file
drawer without ever being analyzed. The lack of .ad ‘automated data storage and
"retrigval capability leads to lack of capability to establish trends-in feedback

ime: Different types of feedback are thus not used in an integrated and

o - "
-

continuous fashion,; as was discussed above. - Vo 7 B

~-

if procedures are developed to increase the flow of feedback to training de-

velopers; procedures must. sifiultanecusly be developed to analyze and maintain the
data acquired. An automated system is- needed which can be jointly accessed by
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‘eoliectors of feedback.in the DOES and users in the DID. Existirg data manage=

e . ~v;ment packageés 'can probably be modified for this purpose,-. But several decisions

aboutl system design need to .be made, .such as ywhat.data, aré to ‘be entéred into
the system, how data are to be displayed in a sfmple, useful manner, and what
criteria should be established to determine when data indicate a significant
problem in the field. Many of the problems with feedback discussed in this

paper cannot be solved without development of an appropriate data amalysis
and management System. -

Flow of feedback. A final problem with feedback, and one which can be

03

directly related to lack of a data management system, is_the fact that feedback:
- i$rﬁd;jg;géyﬁigyg}%;@lgigoﬁgﬁﬁéé who need it. Several pof:the training developers
interviewed expressed the suspicion ‘that they.do not receive all the dvailable
S feedback which might be of interest to them. - The circulation of trip reports
Tt appears. to be rather_ spotty. Sofé- interviewees -indicated that they see 'DOES .

- * trip reports regularly, while others indicated”that they had not seen ong in
- “over a year. _SQT item-analyses are available to SQT developers; but other

training developers-«dndicated, that these results are not readily available to :
them. Results of surveys on the use of ‘particitar training materials have in

.. the past been available to writers of the materials but,not to task analysts
', - and others invo}ved in the production of the materials. So feedback does mnot

always flow to i1 those ‘who feel a need- for it.

. ~ Several interviewees attributed feedback flow problems to the current organ-
izational structure of the DTD. ‘At present,: the task analysts, writers of train-
ing materials; and producers ofs final coples of training materials are organized

fnto different divisions of the DTD. And the evaluators of training materials

are locjted in agofher directorate; the DOES. Such an organizational structure
. ‘sometimes leads td communications problems. ‘For example, task analysts who
- determine what tasks are to be taught in the institution do not always have con-
tinvous interaction with pegsonnel who develop the training programs for these

] ' tasks. One suggestjion which was offered by two interviewees to alleviate this
' problém is to reorganize the DID by MOS. A given group would then have total
respon’sibility for developing training for that MOS; from task analysis through
N tralding evaluation. It.is not within-fthe purview of this paper to suggest a _
to+al! reorganization of the DTD. However; some action is needed to increase the

intetaotion among the divisions of the DID and between the DID and the DOES. ’

iﬁtervieged*afg that there is not enough of 1@; it 1is often

o 7 R . . i o e B
The major problems with feedback identified Zg‘the DID _persdnnel

is of jdot specific or timely -
enough; it does not flow to all those who need it in a contihuous fashion, its
.. validity is frequently undetermined, and there are no efficient ways to analyze
‘and manage it. The key fo meeting the feedback needs of DTD personnel appears to
be the regular collectiom of valid objective data which can be analyzed and main-
~ tained so that they are gasily accessiBle 'to all potential users. Meeting this
' goal will requires rhe expenditure of more resources than are now devoted to the
collection and management of feedback. 1In the next section the conclusions
reached from interviews of DTD_ and DOES personnel are integrated and mo.e. spe-

. cific recommendations are developed for efficient use of feedback resourtes.

-
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'SECTION V | S
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

 While some useful feedback is presently available to training developers
and evaluators, the interview results discussed in the previous two sections
needs to' be improved. Conclusions about present feedback methods and proce-

dures are discissed in this section, dlong with recommendations on how to

improve them:. The recommendations are general ones which should apply to any
Center/School, and mot just to the one in which'interviews were conducted.
While it is necessary to discuss the recommendations separately here, they are

interretated and shoutd be implemented in an integrated fashion.

1

The most general conclusion that can be reached about the present feed-

back system is that more feedback is.needed. This conclusion is based primarily
upon the perspective of training developers in the - DTD; who almost unanimously
stated that they are not ,getting all the feedback they need for improving
training programs and materials. Training evaluators in the DOES did not per-

ceive a widespread need for more feedback, and some of them indicated that they
are aiready receiving more feedback than they can handle. -The users of feedback .

want more of it and the primary providers of feedback feel that they are provid-

ing all they can; given their current resources. Possible solutions to this
dilemma include involving training developers more directly in the collectjonm of
Feedback and increasing the coordination between training developers and evalu-
ators. Thege and other approaches to increasine the feedback available are

discussed I3ter in this sectiom: - : ; .

B - -
¢ 1

The ﬁéﬁcit§ of fééﬁﬁéék available to training developers in someséfeggif

" indicates that they are correct in their assertion that more feedback is needed:

In some cases feedback is needed where it is not currently available; and in
other cases Feedback is already available, but more specific information is
needed.. The types of feedback needed'that are not currently available include
objective performance results and information on the use of training materials.

' several of the training developers interviewed'stated a need for more objective.

performance results, such as results of hands-on tests of individual skills and s
observations of unit exercises. Few such data are currently available; the only
types identified during the interviews were results of the hands-on portion of

SQT's and results of; institutional testing included in quar¥terly reports pre—
pared by the DOES. Hands-on SQT results will likely soon no longer be available,
and indications are that institutional test results will no longer be reported by
the DOES in a regular formal fashion. Training developers will thus be receiving
fewer objective serformance results rather than more, Possible ways to reverse

this trend will be addressed in a later discission of thé‘vaiidi%? Bf;féé&Béék.

mncther pressing need For feedback that is not currently being satisfled
is the requirement for more feedback from the field on the availability and use
of training materfals. Nearly all DTD personnel interviewed indicated a need
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for increased feedback on the use of, training materials they produce. Inter-

views with DOES personnel indicated that, while some of them are aware of this
* need, very little has been done to address it: As a first step, DID personnel

with DOES assistance could devise a generic set of questions that could be

used to address a wide yariety of training materials. From this pool of ques-
tions, training developers could select and modify appropriate questions to

determine the availability and use of specific training materials. in’the fi€ld.
As ment fomed earliex; the scarcity of feé&ﬁé§k on training materials may be due

to the fact that they are not received or used in the field. These generdl
issues should be addressed first; followed by more specific ‘questions on ‘the
" design of training materials. In this way, training developers would be more
- 1ikely to obtain the information they need to revise or upgrade the traiming
materials they produce. S B = ' o

_ The biggest problem with the feedback currently available from training
evaluators and other sources is that it tends to be too general. for training

developers' needs.  Statements to the efféct that lieutenants cannot read maps
or.mechanics cannot troubleshoot are worth very little to training developers.

To change the training given at the. Center/School in map reading or trouble-

shooting, more information is needed. As discussed earlier, training develop-
ers need to know which soldiers are having difficulty with which aspects of the
task of concern. They also need to kifiow the size of the sample and the methods

used in data collection, so that the extent of the problem can be determined.

There are several ways in which the specificity, of feedback .can be in-

creased, all of which involve increasing the interacfion between DTD and DOES

personnel. So that more specific questions might be developed, DOZS persorinel
should "extensively" coordinate their data collection plans and forms with DID
personnel before making field trips. The inclusion of DTD personnel in data
coitection teams would make available knowledgeable personnel who could ask
co specific follow-on questions during interviews.. A more continuous feedback
' system than presently exists would provide for maintenance of data,ac¥6ss ™
‘field visits. General problem areas uncovered in one visit could then be ad-
dressed in more specific detail in later 'visits. These possibilities are fur—'
ther addressed in the discussion below of goordination between 'training develop-.

ers amd evaluators. o

.Coordination Between Training Devel d Evaluators

A properly functioning feedback system can be déscribed as a continuous

loop. When training developers and evaluators are not the same people, as is

the case in most TRADOC Centers/Schools, continuous coordination is required .
along this loop:. Developers of training programs and materials should provide
input to training evaluators as to what feedback is needed. The evaluators
should them collect the needed information and provide it to the developers,
along with at least preliminary analysis and interpretation of the data. De-
velopers should then inform evaluators as to what was done with the feedback,
what changes were made in training programs and materials, and what new feed-
back is needed. Continuance of this cycle should insure that training devel--

opers receive the feedback that they need. Unfortunately,.the interview

'
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' results indicate that the feedoack process does not operate through a contin—
uous oycie in the reat worid.‘ .

- jhe”interviewsLrevealed”manv;ekamples of the need for inéféased'coordiﬁa—
tion -between training developers ‘and evaluators. DID personnel appeared to

several of them expressed a hesitancy to accept as valid any data with which

they were not involved in collecting. DOES personnel appeared to be unaware
of the types of feedback neceded by the DID, and in many cases they did not - know
how, or even 1f, DTD -used the feedback that they provided. As a more specific

example, DOES personnel obtain subjective estimates of task performance pro-_
ficiency, frequency, and criticality during graduate/supervisor surveys admin-

istered in the field and feedback seminars conducted at.the Center/Schooi: DID

’ personnei ‘who have a need for such data did not IndIcate an awareness. of what

‘themselves. As a result,; the similar sorts of data collected through graduate/
supervisor surveys, feedback seminars; \yisits of DTD. personnel to the field and
. CODAP surveys are not integrated. ’ :

»

Théré are sev@ral ways in which the coordination between training developers

andrevaluators can- be increased DOES per sorinel should increase their efforts

" to involve the DTD in all phases of the feedback pr0cess;fparticu1arly in the-

development of questions and methods to be. useﬁ in obtaining data from thé field.

assessing the avadIability and use of training materlals.t The DTD ot instruc—

tional departments could develop pools of questions for other purposes, such.as
assessing the performance of soldiers or the distribution atid use of training

devices. . As soon as the DOES has a tentative schedule for the units to be

visited during a giver gquarter, the schedile should be shared with ‘the, DID, so

_that DTD personnel have ample time to add non-standard items of current interest
“to the data cgllection plan: DOES personnel presently coordinate thedt field

visits with .the DTD and other departments; but the présent informal system of

sending a request to the DTD for questions just prior to a field visit appears

to be inadequate. If DID personnel have not received previcus feedback from the
DOES; they may not know the appropriate questions to ask: The development of

pools of questions as suggested above might help here, since questions could be.

selected: from these pools rather than being developed anew before each set of

" field visits. It may be necessary for the DOES to establish.points of contact

at the dction officer levet in the DTD and departments through which field

visitations would be announced; data collecfdion needs.would be trang ted, and

responses to these needs would be returned..' DOES persongel could al®0 meet with

DTD and departmental personnel prior to a visit to map out what they egpeqt to

accomplish during the visit. This ifivolvement of training developers: in data’

collection could go so far as to include these personnel in teams visiting the

field; this possibility is further discussed below. Meetings between DOES and

DTD personnel following as well as prior to a-visit should also ‘be beneficiaI

To insure that feedback is useful to those to whom'it is Pr°V}§?4,,§°th
. training evaluators and developers should take steps. to’close the feedback
d the necessi%y for, training developers

-~
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o input into the design of feedhack questlons and methods. In this way the data
" needed by training deVelopers .dre more llkelylto be gathered. The DOES must.

then provide feedback to the- DTD on each question asked and on reasons why any

requested data wére Tot collected: Where specific probiems are ddentified dur-

- ing an on-site Vi31t training evaluators should provide recommendations on how.

t hese problems might be addressed: © Aithough .such recommendations need not be

b1nding upon traiming developers; these personnel should always inform the.

- - -traiming evaluatofrs of-actions taken to address. the problems- identified.. If

‘the problem is not adequately documented to- enable the training developer to-

address it; the training evaluater should b/ 50 advised. In these ways useful

feedback can be obtained on a continuing basis; An example of a feedback sys-

, e ‘tem which normally prqvides for. periodic. coordination between training deveiop-

.ers and evaluators Is the Missile and Munitions Evaluatlon .conducted by the
Missile and Munitions Center/School (MANE 1982) . . .

In - ~ .

) Field Centaet "flopers

- . . P

Training develbpers develop their products in»the relative isolation of

ghe Center/Schooi. While some training. develqpegé have gained extensive field

experience im previous assignments;.théir ‘knowledge is rapidly outdated by

changes in doctrine; equipment, and ‘the-threat. Some training developers in-

dicated during interviews that they mugt constantiy strnggie to keep up with

changes in, the field. To provide produets;that -are: responsive to the field's

needs; DID: péréonnel pust increase and ma‘.;tntactn ‘ghei T direct contacts with

field personnel Two approaches to this’ aﬁeﬂsuggested below.
N

! . lnterviews,with field personnel aty the Cent@r/School Perhaps the most .

’ available and underutilized 'Yesource ¥or_ obtaigingaexternal feedback is field

- upersonnei who return to the Center/School for. training in advanced NCO or of fi-

cer courses.‘ With .their experierices in the fieid still fresh in their minds

and the distractions of-their field duties temporarxiy removed; they can provide‘

{i' ‘much useful fe'edback to the. Center/Schooi. These soldiers should be irnterviewed

individually by DOES and ITD personnei shortly after .their ‘arrival at the.

CenterlSchool. Structured interview formats should be used in sessions requrr-
ing no more than an honr oﬁ ‘the interviewee s time, Interviews could cover

practically anmy snbjedt matter than can be asked of the same soldiers in the . S

T+ . . field and need not be restricted to perceptions; of graduate performance, as 1s*.

presentiy done. “In fact, it*might be iistructive to ask them the same questions
- that are asked of their counterparts in the field to. détermine 1if the feedback

btained is comparable. -If the informat ion obtained from soldiers rEturning to

f’the Center/School varies little from that obtaimed in the field, then the’ number

of personrnel. interviewed dnring field visits could be reduced Interviews con-

ducted with f£161d. personnel at the Center/Schocl are more convenient and less .
expensive than the same interviews conducted in the fietd. DID personnel might ‘

-also construct short ‘questionnaires to answer speciflc quéstions of immediate

concern about their products that are not addressed in field interviews or L
est 1 Administering these questionnaires to field personnel at the’ 2.

questionnaires., ’
institution would provide quicgiand cost-effective feedback Field- parsdnnelﬂ%:¢

temporarily located at the. Center/School are a feedback source that- should be : #

~utilized more extensively _ _ . i S
- - ¥ A ) . .

e
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Field—v1sits Another way in wh1ch contadts between tra1ning developers'

Although the DOES occasionaily 1neludes personnei from other directorates/

departments on its external evaluation team; the number of times that training

‘developers have been included is far ‘too few.  The DOES should.include at least By

one traxning developer on ;every field visit. . ;

Training deveiopers should accompany DOnS personnel as astive observers.
Although they would not be the key data collectors, the training deveLOpers
might be involved in administering questionnaires, observing unit operations,

;and conducting interviews with lower ranking officers, NCO's- and‘ enlisted.

personnel. It is important for training developers visiting field units:to have

a definite but flexible agenda Prior to the trdp questionnaires and structured

interviews should be developed and pians made for collecting the data and making

observations:. Several training developers expressed concern during the inter-

sviews that they would be allowed to see only what junits want them to se€e in -the

< field. Data collectorsgshould be trained to get around’ this problem by looking
- for objective indicators of unit _performance. Much can be learned throiugh ob-

jective structured observation of unit activities, this point is fuﬁfher ad-

dressed in a discussion of the validity of feedback ‘below-: L :

s 30 -

In addition to.providing badlx needed contaét with field pepsonnel _there .
are other advantages to includipg training developers on. field vigits. Traihing

developers are likely :to have moré confidence jin feedback tHKat they themselves . : .

have been invoived in collecting. They will be more motivated to develap meﬁhbds
since. they know that the needed

for obtaining the kinds of  feedback they neef
-information will be collected. They may aldo come tp

difficulty of obtaining usefiul feedback from the field. Aiso, as sﬁggéétéa ear-
lier; training developers might be, able to develop dgtailed followuup questions

during-interviews ‘in t?e field,: due to their: dIrect perience with the products
being ‘évamatea : R A .

a

v

There are, howeGEr, at least two potential problems with sending'traintng ot

< developers to collect ‘feéedback in theyfield. The first is ‘the addttfoqgl cost

" of sending. addit ional people._to the field. However, ghisiprocedure might. save
money in the long run if it leads to impﬁovedﬂtraining materials and better
trained soldiers. It might also lesgen the number o% training evaluators ¢
visiting the field and reduce the need for ;training develdpers to conduct. sep-

. arate visits on their own. The second prqblem is ‘that ‘training developers

might introduce 'bias into the data they collect. ‘They might inadverténtly, or

' purposeiy make their products (i.e.; training maﬁerials and.traiﬁed soldiers)

ook better than they actually are by asking questiods in a biased manner or

by not being objective during interviews. For this reason training; developers,

should receive instruction in objectiveimethods of data collection; before they

visit the field, and the data they collect should be used only internally for
identifying problems and Correcting deficiencies and-not for more generai evai-

uative purposes.




.’ measures.

'strated by comparing them pith more objective measures,

+ ures will havé to be abandoned for more accurate but expensive performance

Jleast critical,; but this becomes quite difficult as the number of tgsks in-

been shown to increase, the relia

- .iaccurate i
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Validity Of Feedback , . _ ‘ \

 Subjective versus objective measures., Much of the feedback presently

- available to training developers is subjective in that it ds based on the

subjective data .
e performance, CODAP
bjective measures
idity must be demdn-

ch as results of tests

perceptions and opinions of unit personnel, Among the mo
are responses.to student questionnaires, ratings of gradu
survey resilts; and professionaliSm survey results. If s
like these are going to be used, then their accuracy or g

and observations. If the subjective measures do not cCoriffare favorably, with the,

objective ones, then the subjective measures must be re

aced by more accurate
ones. : . -

‘Ratings and other ebtimates of graduate proficiency on specific tasks, such

as those .collected by the DOES and in 'CODAP surveys,” have not been generally

showr to be accurate when compared with more objective performance measures

(Burnside, 1982): Therefore,; DOES personnel should compare their subjective

measures of task performance with the results of objective performance meas-—

.dfés such as hands-on tests. Unless a.significant relationship can be demom-

-i'strated between performance estimatgs and hands-on performance, the former meas-

I

The: accuracy’of estimates of task criticality and freguency of performance

. “‘as.egllécted by the DOES and in CODAP surveys has also not been demonstrated.

Bumgéide (1982) found few studies supporting the accuracy of either frequency

(,dt?EEitigéliti estimates. Estimates of time spent on specific tasks and fre-
. quency of performing these tasks are generally inflated; leading to thHe neces-

sity to use relative rather than absolute judgments. .To determine how accurate
subjective measures of frequency of task performance are, the DOES should ob-
serve the frequency of performance of‘a selected set of tasks in a field setting
and compare this objective measure of frequency with frequency estimatess Esti-
mates of task criticality are notoriously unreMiable: If task criticality esti-
mates are to be used at all, special techniques-may be required to obtain them.
When soldiers are asked to rate criticality, almost ail tasks are rated at the.
high end of the scale: That is, almost all tasks are considered critical. This
problem can be overcome by forcing soldiers to rank.order the tasks from most to

******* Burnaide (1982) discussed another method for obtaining criticality T

.creases; noth

estimates whereby the criticality of each task is compared with that of each .

and every other task in pairs. Although this paired comparison technique shas .

been bility of criticality estimates, it hecomes: im- 3;

practical when the number.of tasks Is more than six or eight. Becausethe re—, ..
mates their use is not’recdm-

-1iability of criticality gggimatesTié'tyﬁiééllyrlgﬁ,

,,,,, ‘aless their reliability can be improved by using

.. special data collection techniques. . -
. . . - . L : . '

st provide detailed, . ° .
g.can be’Identified and_

ifig, students may' . .

aFbrmation so that ‘deficiencies in the:training, can
“\ Betaguse their bi?ﬁéty soal is not to evaluate train
~ . . o . ;'77_{' N ) P vr . ) o .

'To be-useful, ‘measures-of training effectiveness mu
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% Not make the detailed observations neéded for evaluating and modifying training.

. tion that is useful. Therefore, the questionns

Students" responses_to questionnaires about the effectiveness of trdining may
consist primarily of gross judgments regarding the training they received.” This
becomes more likely when the questionnaires ask students to rate the instruction

or instructor on each of several dimensions. When student questionnaires require  :;

such ratings, they are subject to all the problems associated with ratings men—
tioned earlier. In addition, responses to student questionnaires may be affected
disproportionately by the style and charisma of the:instructor. For these reas-.

ons student gquestiomnaires should not be used as the primary measure of training
effectiveness: Generally training effectivedess is more accurately measured by
sending carefully selected; well-trained observers.to objectivety record their

observations of training on structured observation forms. The DOES presently
sends observers_to jnspect institutional training but -structured observation

‘forms are not always used; and thosg fbtﬁs_tﬁét'étéfﬁSéd depend too heavily on

subjective assessment of the traingig. Objective ‘observation’of training coup-
led with rigorous end-of-block tests is recommended as.the best way to evaluate °

training. Both training developers and evaluators should apply this approach in

both dnstitutional and unit training. Training evaluations should be conducted
in accordance with guidelines provided in ARI Research Products 81-15 through

81-18 (Kristiansen, 1981; Kristiansén and Witwer; 1982a; Kristiansen and Witmer,
1982b; Witmer, 19815. < s _ :
Most of fhe itefis on the professionalism ‘survey call for: subjective re= -

sponses. Almost every it calls for either an attitude, an opinién, or an eval

wation of some aspect of the Army as a profession. The-purpose of the profes=

sionalism survey 1s to ddentify attitudes or opinions that may relate to person-
nel problems such as officer or NCO attrition. However, the DOES has made no
effort ‘to compare survey results with actual attritfon rates, and, as best as-
could be determined; the validity of professianalism survéys hag never been es-

tablished. Furthermore, DOES personnel interviewed indicated tHat these surveys

-are of tittie value in identifying personnel problems. Unless the validity and
~utility of professionalism or similar surveys can be demonstrated, they should
not .be used for feedback purposes. :

’

.

* Even relatively objective measures such as tests and objective question-

naires. do not always provide valid feedback. For example, tests may be admin-
Ystered in which the soldiers are given assistance or gge not tested to the cor-
rect standards. On questionnaires; the questions may worded such that the
respondent is biased toward giving the answer that the@fuestioner prefers.
Questions asked>during interviews may also, be worded so¥ that the interviewee =
gives the desired answer, and interviewers may influence the interviewee by the.
way that .they react to the answers provided: To iIncrease the validity of data
gathered through questionnaires and interviews, DOES and DID personnel should
carefully develop the questibns to be asked in advance, paying close attention
to the wording of the questions. Questions should be aimed at obtaiming factual
information rather than attitudés or opinions; and should only be asked of those
soldiers who are likely to have the relevdnt experiences to provide the infor
tion requested. Questionnaires and ‘structured interviews developed for feed- .
back purposes must not only provide information that ts valld but also informa-
ire or interview developer must

4 o

the informa=
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take special care to include only Ehose questions that yield information having

a clearly identified use for a specific directorate/department. For additional
guidance in constructing questignnaires and structured interviews see Dyer;

" Josephine; Wright, and Yudowitch (1976) or Kristiansen'and Witmer (1982a, Appen-=’
- dix B). . n - _ T ’ . _

L~
v

K o - o _ - _ f‘ o z ~ R . . .
°  Presently, feedback to the Center/School is based too much on subjective

measures and not enough on objective ones. While interylews and questionnaires
cah provide valid, useful information whei constructed properly, some of the
questions riow WSed by the DOES and the lack of structure in the interviews in-
vite subjective responses. Along with efforts to improve questionnaires and
interviews, " training developers and evaluators should. increase the use of more
objective methods, such as observation and hands-on. testing.. Although these
methquigrgigg%ag}geizigostlj and time-consuming; their application to a small
sampie of units may very well yield more useful feedback than would subjective

" measures gathered from every unit in the Army.

 Criteriafor samples. Maintaining the objectivity of feedback does not
start or end with the collection of data: To insure that the data are represen-
tative of the units visited and field units in gemeral, the.sample of soldiers

from whom the data are obtained must be carefully selected. Care must be taken

to select soldiers of different ranks and avoid getting all feedback from the :
senior members of units: At the present time; the DOES makes little or no effort
tc ‘specify the size or composition of the sample to insure that it is representa-
tive. The DOES's failure to specify clearly in advance the sampie from which

data wili be obtained not only adversely affects the geferatizability of the
data; but also reduces objectivity in decision-making: - )

Several Gf the DOES personmel interviewed expressed: dif ficulty in deciding

 how many times & problem should be mentioned by field personnel before it -couid

be considered serious enough to warrasmt taking some action. This difficulty
arose because the DOES hgs not established decision-makingicriteria for deciding
when to act. Without such criteria the decision to include a problem as feed-
back to elements of the Cenfer/School is a subjective decisfon. DID personnel

iiterviewed indicated an awareness of this problem and'several of them expressed
a hesitancy to accépt feedback from the DOES as valid; since they did not know
the extent 6f,§r6b1émsrident;fied;Afbééiéiaﬁ-ﬁéﬁiﬁg criteria are essential to
maintaining the objectivity of feedback and they shoulid be 'developed by the DOES.
But to develop these criteria; DOES personnel neéd to know the size and composi-
ticn of the sample upon which the decision will be based, the ‘questions to be
asked of the sample, and the kinds of responses to each question that, indicate
problems which can be solved by the Center/Schootl. While the use of decision- .
making criteria does not guarantee correct decisions will be made, it does insure
that consistent; objective decisions that do not vary ‘from one decision-maker to
another will bé’ngz. , - . S b o

.
g
R
.
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Data Analysis #nd Management System
 Neither the DOES nor the DID addressed in this study has an adequate system_
for analyzing, maintaining; or distributing the feedback that they-get. Although
. v - o '
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both the DOES and the DTD have access to computer “facitities - in other locations.

at the Center/School, neither has a computer on-site that can be used for stor-

age . and analysis of feedback data: The lack of an onesite computer faclrfi

tends to discourage thorough analysis'of the data; sinéé the analysis must _

either ;be performegiby hand or through a remote computer terminal. Presently
DOLS ar‘%d stor

ﬁfﬁ personnel’ ‘store ‘the feedback they receive in file drawers through=.

out thei:moffices. This method of storing data '‘quickly becomes cumbersome with
différent data in different locations and old datacshoved to the back of the

file where it remains untouched until it is destroyed to make room for new data:

As a result,; trends in feedback over time are not estabitished and data which may

be similar dre rarely integrated or compared. This. leads to a lack of continu—'
ity in- feedback, as was discussed earlier. . . .

The DQES, as the primary data cd&iec:or ad feedback prov1der at the

Center/School needs an on-site compucer for.analyzing and mairtaining the data

¢ollected: :To obtain maximum benefit- from _the computer, procedures must be de—

veloped, for analyzing and'maintaining: the data acquirgd. Existing data manage—

ment and anaiysis packages can'be usea:for this. purpose to a certain extent.

ihese packages may need to _be. modified or supplemented by other techniques to .
fit the particular needs og the DOES or those to whom the DOES provides feedback.

management - techniques should be developed based upon

Prototype. data analysis an
existing data and, xpanded as more data become gvailable. These Jechniques may
include object 1% methods for estabiishing and updating long—term data trends,

procedures for: displaying compiex data in simple pictorial formats, decision-

making ‘sub- routines based on objective criteria for automatically: identifying

- critical- problems, and methods to .monitor suggested revisions in Center/School

’training in order to- determine their effects.

Care should be taken to insure that the computer does it become just a -

depository for large pools of unvalidated subjective data. For example copa¥

data are- highly subjective and may be out-of-date by the time they are available.

The Army produces a number of data files; sdme of which are based on relatively

objective. information and others that consist primgarily of subjective data. The

DOES should maintain’awareness “of the methods used to collect various types of
feedback data: Data obtained by objective methods such as systematic observa-=
tion or hands-on tests are usually reliable and can be entered into the data

"base without further verification. -Subjective data, on thé other hand, should

atways be checked by comparing it to data obtained via more objective methods.

- For example supervisors': apprnisals of subordinates' performance ort specific

tasks are not acceptable for entry in the data base. iiless these appraisals can

be shown to strongly retate to measures of hands-on performance. Similarly
responses to student questionnaires may “not accurately measure training effec-
tiveness, and should not be included im the data base unless they are shown to

relate to systematic pbservation or other objective measures of training effec-
tiveness. : . .

o

Feedback data stored in the computer should be readily accessible by the

DTD and pther training deveiopers as well as by the DOES: ILdeally “DTD and the. .

instructional departments would have easy access to_these data through’ terminals

located at the ‘DID or the instrlﬁtional departmc-nts; An appropriate command

/
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;. time ‘required. by DOES_ personnel to produce a report, thereby increasing the

: 'Opers and evaluators should interact continuous

- ) i '
from a terminal to the computer would create a pr1ntout of the varlous types of

data (e.g., test results, respofises to guestionndires) availahle in the . data -

' " base and the options and procedures available for analyzing or diSplaqug them: -

From this list the user coiild select the type of data and method of analysts to -

be. employed Subsequent instruct ions could be used to select the time frame

and soldier. populat ion of interest. W1th such a system the user could quickly

retrIeve the data needed
. Thé DOE' eaaﬁutéi eau1a'5é used. to duickly generate tables, graphs; gta—’

inclusion in monthly or quarterly reports. ,xhiS would decrease the amount of

time available for: collecting data or conducting special stddies. These reports
cOuld be: stored perwanently in thd&:computer and could be readily accessible to_

users:. through terminals: Users could also create their own reports for special

purposes by selecting the. apprOpriate analysis options and obtaining a printout

through a terminal: Direct access to- feedback data and reports based on these

data would greatly Speed and increase the flow of feedback from. training evalu—

'éEéEé to training developers It: would also allow feedback to be tailored to

.. Training dEVElOpers areinot oetting all the feédback they need for improv—

ing training programs and materials. Additional feedback is needed on use of -

trainjng materials and more specific feedback is needed on graduate performance,
including information identifying which tasks and parts of tasks soldiers have.-

difficuity ﬁerforming and the reasons for pogar performance.» In providing this
3 the sample and time
d for obtaining the
_,:_I‘.".‘-

e

feedback it is important for training evaluators
frame from which the data were obtained andf e methods useq

data. %

ls the lack of coordination between

’—develoPers need to become more

One problem with the flow of feedback

training develcpers,and evaluators. - Trainin

involved in the development of: questions used \in data collection instruments
and 'in the data collection process itself. Fe'dbacgisources available at ‘the
Center/School should be utilized more extensivety, and training.-developers

should accompany training evaluators on-visits to field units. Training devel-
ly in order to close the feed-

""" 7 . _ 7
Presently both the DOES and the DTD are relyinmg too heavily on subjective -
data, such as proficiency; frequency, and crlticattty”eetimates. Subjective -

data should not be used unless their validity can be established.’ More em-
phasis’ shouLd be placed upon rclatively objcctive measures_®uch as obserVations
and hands-on tests. Questionnaires and interviews should be upgraded bygcare-_
eceding out ques {ons that ellcit unrcliable "’

F--fully wording each qucstion and wccding out quest

subjective responses: - The sampie to whom ttie quest fonnaires and {nterviews are
‘to be admipilstered must be spccificd in advancn and carefiully sclcctcd

-
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Objective procedures utiliZing set criteria should be used for interpreting
data and identifying significant problems,_rather than the subjective methods
présently used

- An automated data analysis and management gystem is needed to‘insute that
data collected for feedback purposes are thoroughly analyzed, maintained over
time; and efficiently distributed to those who need them. This system should
be physically located at the DOES facilities; but it should be accessible via
terminals to the DID and other training devélopers. With the proper cticice
of data analysis and manaaement packagésf an automated data management system

u

ding 1dentification of trends,

automated decisiio”ri-making, and: the efficient generation and distribution of
reports The availability ‘of valid data in such a system wiltl go a 1ong way

43
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INFORMATION FEEDBACK NEEDS OF CENTER/SCHOOL

DIRECTORATES/DEPARTMENTS .
. ) ?
msnvm}« WORKSHEET 1 )
7o Dir/Dept , - . piv/Bx S
Interviewea - - : . _—  Date

. ‘ s INTRODUCTION
1. Purpose of project - ; ' 4

a. Design of” feediecfs,Bzessﬂjé?,gﬁ!!?lﬁ/ Schools. -

b. Feedback on both soldier performance and use of training methods.

c. Interviewing division/branch chiefs in DID, OAFMS, and other lgenctea -as needed.

» 2. Information flow schema:ic
a. Sources

A - Divisionibranch processing of informntion
< c. Feedback from users

. 3: Conduct of interviewi o .
&. Organized by type of information . : ;

- b: Not an evaluation or audit of anyone's job ]
- _ " ¢+ Want opportunity to come back Ixter o "

; | INTTIAL INQUIRY ,
What types of information does your' diviston/branch currently get (collect o

recaive) that relates to performance of soldiers or use of training materials in thi

‘fiald?
Soldier Performance '
0 : -
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INFORMJXTION FEEDBACK NEEDS OF CENTEKfSCEOOI;

T & DIRECTORAIES/DEPMTS
8
. INTERVIEW WORKS&EET 2 .
Dir/Dept . Diy/Br . =
) Item ' .
7 1. In what form do you get this information? Is it useful and reliable in this form?
oo %
< 1 ’
-2 2., From where do you get it? Who in your division/branch gets 1t?
P " : : . .
> » : )
L ;
. ‘" -
: i
L, 3. Whggis”éqnéigigtlgllg information in your division/branch? (Is its form changed?
Is it analyzed or-otherwise processed? 1s it filed? Where? What conclusions anc
recommendations are develope\d? What reports are generated?)
o S
P i . ' :
) A p ‘ @ . I L2 A
© 4 jjheggiare the results of 5665 BE&EESEEE of the: information sent?. What Feedback™ '
do- you receive from users [of the information? If more feedback is needed, what kind? o
2 e . q -
° - . : .
[ = i :
v < , . - - _
- .
5. What document or regulation prescribes the use of this informatioa? . .- ¥
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BEST COPY-MUINABLE

o

' 1; Did thc trainer give a diagnostic éygmination prior to- the

instxuction’ i ) . I .
LR - : H - B

e e . /f
. i .
—_—

2. If so, how many GOs _—, NO GOs

o ' -

— . _ v b i
s S .
3. What was the standard for a Go?
- . i’ . - : “ . ;;r
. o - o o N
o Did.hi diaghontic ‘exam mAtch thy training and the post test?
L S o PR SN =
. 'Did the trainer have the lesson;plan prepared? = ' .1

| (. was the 1ésson plan 1AW the soldi s manual task, condition,
and standards’ s £ .
T v ~; , P
L D . i - . S T e

wn}

'fo the student? ﬁ,ﬁifi _ S \ M” ;
g. Did the trainer give the reason(for the subject? :
16. Was the ' "need to Rnéﬁ" exq =
! o P
. ',!7 ) , L 7; I L a
11. Did the training match the training objective?
o : v ' ‘; =
S ‘
12. Did the trainer display adequate Rncwledgb Ofgﬁhe subject
natter? L R . ;.\ ) v
N e T [ o
i \/r . * 4 i': ’

"'7;' ArE the tasks, condit?nns, and standards’ correct°~

- v
N ~

-~ ;

13 Did the trainer give all necesszry information?

‘4. Did the trainer present any unnecessary information?
2iu *he trainer ute understand.blo words? ; .
T T T TR
r demonstrate how to perform the tasks - s
< ) ’
© _ R
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L BEST €T AULoALE
ﬁt o . R
X . - - e . . o ‘.
) 15 Yvare the Eﬁudents affor@ed tIme for practlcal exerci ises?
‘:'i " -
: . s Co ’

- 1w Did the students complete the task correctly, at least once;
R4 without coaching or assistance? :

v | | e A
. . L dzs
19. Was there enough time for hands on training/practice?

. o . ‘ ~ d .
. ;30;,,“d5 1mmediate feedbzck giVen to the students after the
wrn~pract1ce? . - .
21. Did the students actively participate?
’ ; ©oh T < ' .
22: Were the Etﬁaéﬁtg encocraged to ask questions?
i : ‘.,,'.. . . - ) . )
o j?{ . pid tﬁe trainér show igjérfst i’ helping the ESiéié; to’
learn?
} 2 v . . . [y _ ’ M . n
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i 24: Was the training site well organized?z L e
.. S R _
25. Did the trainer arrange the training so all could sea and
héar? ;- S
7. 28, wire-all required support mitéfiili‘iﬁé personnel present
and on time? : ) . - Co : .
Y : ';‘ o .
'27. Was all support é§6i§iéﬁ£'6§é£&£iénxi?, o
) s , . ’ '
; 28. w%re the training matetials and handouts called for used?
. If 1ot,.why not? §
L& I VoL
‘ 29. Were training aids introduced and expiained as part of the/w
PR S Y ::nction? If not, why not?
N hia the students Rave aicess to thu seuisnestitrsining aida?
. - : . wWhy acs T . i
H .!. Wihat was the ratio of 1nstructors/§1a per student? —
. .6 it adeqguate for the subject? - .
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' BEST CNPY AUAILABLE
' YES NO
32, What was the ratxo of equxpment/trainlng aids per -
student? - .. .
WJS It adequate for the subject -
33. WEié the Als used effectively?
. i . )
34. Dpid the ATs display adequate knowledge of the subject matter? I
35. was faulty performance of - eitherAthe xnstructor or studené Ny
”1dﬂnt1f1ed and corrected’ . o
36 6i3ﬁiﬁé soldiers téééiﬁé_é;tééi on the subject?
' 8 ’ v A .
,33 ) How long did. the test occur after the cqmpletion of
}train;ng? S — : . L
o e s ' BT
.38. ‘Was the test .as close as possible to the joB éﬁﬁiiéﬁﬁéﬁt? .
. : . L . R o . ) .
39. Dpid the training objective iﬁd‘tﬁ% training match the test? .
) T e ‘ ‘ a
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"40. Were the pass/fail standards ‘clé&ar and correct? - . ,
‘ " . N o . . s '.; . ) -
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41. Were }he pass/fail standards the same for all utudents?
' ». & .‘ ) . : ,' R
42. were the specified standardsiapplied? . b
43, . Vere the Eégiéfé the same §éigaﬁﬁéi as-the 1BEEEGEESE§?
.44. Were the students. quEh immedlate feedback on their per form-
arice f‘er tésttng? oL . B S N B
v S B
A e any tradning diatractor s ev e . -
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‘why not?
47. Dpid the trainer provide
_gtahaardS? '
48. -Was concurrent
instiuction?
49.° If concurrent training
50. 1If test given:
; Number Tested
5 Number GOs
= T Numbex NO GO e
. S s .4
. Nomber Retested
' Number of GOs on Retest
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47; Was all student training time used cffectively? if{hé; o

training utilized durifg.the block of

a summary of taskd; conditions. and
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was utilized, was it gé‘ccive? : _
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